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PREFACE
There is a need for intimate human relationships,
for the security of settled home and associations,
for spiritual unity, and for
orderly transmission of the basic cultural inheritance.
These the small community at its best can supply.
Whoever keeps the small community alive
and at its best during this dark period,
whoever clarifies, refines, and strengthens
the vision of the small community,
may have more to do with the final emergence
of a great society than those
who dominate big industry and big government.
* Inom the ptiefiace to the.
Tom Plan,
St. JohnibuAtj,
Notitkna&t Kingdom,
1/eA/nont
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ABSTRACT
LEARNING ENVIRONMENTS OF SMALL RURAL SCHOOLS:
A PROFILE OF SELECTED ONE-ROOM SCHOOLS
IN RURAL COMMUNITIES OF NEW ENGLAND
(September 1982)
Jeanne Masson-Douglas
B.S., Johnson State College, Vermont
M. Ed., University of Massachusetts, Amherst
Ed . D. , University of Massachusetts, Amherst
Directed By Robert L. Sinclair
This descriptive study began with the proposition
that conditions common to small rural school environments
are likely to influence learning in positive ways. The
study examined perceptions of students, teachers, and
parents regarding the learning environments of one-room
rural schools. It also examined the organization of
instructional settings within the sampled schools, and
the nature of student interactions within those settings.
The sample of schools for the study, 14 public
one-room schools, was randomly selected, by state, from
the 23 operating one-room schools in New England. The
data base consisted of 181 students, 14 teachers, and 98
parents
.
Data provided evidence that several conditions
known to enhance learning are present in small learning
environments. The data imply, in fact, that small
vi i
schools make possible learning conditions that research
has consistently shown to be likely to foster children's
learning. Evidence was also presented that student-
student interactions occur frequently in small schools,
and are often self -mot ivated and self-directed. Also, -
learning tasks are approached and accomplished in a
cooperative, non-competitive manner.
Several recommendations for further research were
advanced, including a psychometric study to improve the
validity and reliability of the Rural School Environment
Survey, replication studies to extend the meaning of the
investigation for educators, and a comparison study of
hilltown and island schools. It was also suggested that
investigations be conducted to identify relationships
between achievement test scores and school climate, and
to reveal whether small size is a factor in the develop-
ment of characteristics emphasized by the citizenship and
social studies objectives of the 1981-82 NAEP.
Three action proposals were also advanced, each
concerning a dimension of learning environments inherent-
ly characteristic of one-room rural schools: 1) cross-age
interactions within schools; 2) connections between in-
cidental and intentional learning; and 3) a commonality
of curriculum while maintaining individualization of
viii
instruction.
The study concludes with the suggestion that
educational researchers and practitioners should re-
examine the advantages and disadvantages for student
learning of excessively large educational environments
and, recognizing that school size is an alterable vari-
able, consider the efficacy of small size.
IX
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Professional educators, and others interested in
matters of teaching and learning, are becoming more aware
that there are environmental conditions that have a direct
influence on learning. Many of these conditions, if
altered, are likely to increase learning. Though this
seems to be a simple enough revelation, it may be highly
significant in its implications for teachers, parents, and
learners who are concerned about the effectiveness of
their public schools.
One of the alterable conditions that has received
attention in recent years is the factor of school size.
The movement in this country to centralize schools, which
began in the 1890's and has continued into the twentieth
century, produced unusually large educational
institutions, even in rural areas. Legislation in nearly
all of the states either mandated, or encouraged with
financial incentives, the reorganization and consolidation
of rural school systems. Centralization efforts were
extremely wide-spread, making this one of the most
successfully implemented educational reforms ever
attempted in the United States. In 1970, for example,
1
2there were but 18,000 school districts remaining of the
128.000 operating in 1930, and only 2,000 (or 1.4%) of
147.000 one-teacher schools remained in operation. Table 1
illustrates the advancement of this reform movement.
TABLE 1
NUMBER OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS AND
PUBLIC ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS:
UNITED STATES, 1930-1978
YEAR
SCHOOL
DISTRICTS
PUBLIC ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS
(TOTAL) (1-TEACHER)
1930 128,000 238,000 147,000
1940 117,000 185,000 114,000
1950 84,000 128,000 60,000
1960 40,000 92,000 20,000
1970 18,000 66,000 2,000
1972 16 960 64,945 1,475
1974 16,380 63,240 1,166
1976 16,270 62,645 1,110
1978 16,015 61,000 930
Data for 1978 has been estimated. Figures are rounded.
SOURCE: U. S. Department of Health, Education and
Welfare, National Center for Education Statistics.
Digest of Educational Statistics . (Washington, D.C.,
U.S. Government Printing Office), 1979.
The practice of school centralization is now
being questioned, not only as an efficient means of
administering educational systems, but also as an
effective means of eliminating inequalities in the
delivery of educational services.
3The recent interest in decentralization has
resulted in three distinct versions of this organiza-
tional reversal—administrative decentralization,
community participation, and community control— no one of
which operates in its purest form. 1 All have implica-
tions for curriculum development in schools.
Each of the three types of decentralization has a
different focus of power and accountability. Yet, they
share in common the basic purpose of responsiveness.
As large urban schools decentralized, for example,
responsiveness to community concerns, to school and
teacher priorities, and to student interests dominated
the process.
Another variable consistently at work in the
decentralization process seems to be the variable of size.
When an administrative unit, a concerned community, and a
student population become smaller, the degree of
administrative efficiency, community/student involvement,
and teacher/student interaction often increases. This
dynamic led several educators to reflect on the virtues
of smallness in learning settings. When asked how we
might get quality back into our schools, historian Diane
Ravitch of Teachers College, Columbia, stated that, if we
are to provide individual support for students, we must
have Smaller schools, ^ and Joseph Featherstone of
Harvard's Graduate School of Education commented that
"bigness is not always better. "3
4Bill Marshall, founder of Peacham School in
Vermont, this country's most rural state, reflects on the
advantages of his school's smallness:
In many ways the very smallness of Peacham School may
be its strongest virtue and its most effective means
of meeting the needs of its students ... Smallness
allows for flexibility, for an ability to change, for
an ability to see problems and exercise common sense
rather than be locked into systems ... the virtues of
personalization, flexibility, participation,
accountability and community which smallness can
provide should be lauded. .. Instead of throwing out
small schools, efforts should be made to strengthen
their virtues. 4
Tracey Leiweke, President of the Association for
Experiential Education, recognizes the problem of psycho-
logical distance as a disadvantage of large size:
We have larger schools, larger classes, larger every-
thing. It's a system of mass production. .. When there
are 2,000 kids in a building and 35 or 40 in every
class, a kid has to be very good or very bad before
anyone notices. So kids today not only exist at an
ever increasing distance from the real world, they
exist at an ever increasing distance of impersonality
from the institution that is meant to help them learn
about the real world. Distance, I think, is the root
of a good many of our problems.
5
In his report on centralization versus decentral-
ization, Stuart Rosenfeld, Educational Policy Fellow at
NIE, analyzed the effect that school size and per pupil
expenditure have on student aspirations. He concluded
that "...size and resources certainly do not create high
aspiration nor do they explain much of the variance among
students' occupational goals..." and that, in fact,
"...students in smaller schools tend to have higher
occupational goals.
5As a result of centralization efforts in the
United States, few small schools remain in this country's
rural areas. Of the 16,000 school districts in the
United States, nearly 12,000 are non-metropolitan and
enroll 32 percent of all elementary and secondary
students. Of these non-metropolitan districts, 30
percent have enrollments of more than 1,200. Most of
these operate not more than two schools. 7
In 1977, one-teacher schools represented only 1
percent of all public elementary schools in the United
States, whereas three decades earlier, in 1947, more than
50 percent of all public elementary schools were one-
teacher schools . 8 as illustrated in figure 1, approxi-
mately 19,000 one-teacher schools have been closed since
1960, while the number of other public schools have
remained relatively stable. 9 By 1980, only 755 one-room
schools remained in operation. 10
With small schools closing at the rate of
approximately 100 schools each year, it is clear that
educators interested in studying conditions for learning
in these one-room environments must act quickly. If
small size encourages conditions favorable for learning,
these conditions should be identified.
Fig. 1. One-teacher school closings, 1960-1980.
7Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to investigate the
learning environments of selected one-room schools in New
England. Conditions within these learning environments
that are likely to influence children's learning are
described. Four research objectives guided the
investigation. The first two objectives were concerned
with the perceptions of three key groups of persons
involved with curricular issues—children, teachers, and
parents. The third objective was related to the
organization of instructional settings within these small
schools. The fourth objective was concerned with the
nature of student interactions within these instructional
settings. Specifically, these four objectives were:
1. to determine the perceptions of children in
one-room schools regarding learning
conditions in their schools;
2. to determine the perceptions of teachers and
parents regarding learning environments in
the sampled schools;
3. to describe the organization of instructional
settings within the sampled schools; and
4. to describe the nature of student
interactions within instructional settings
of the sampled schools.
8To determine the nature of the learning
environment in each one-room school, several conditions
were selected for study. These conditions, or factors,
all of which have been considered by researchers to be
capable of producing desirable results for learners and
to be important for optimum learning, were selected from
three sources:
• Benjamin Bloom's alterable variables of time-
on-task, cognitive entry, formative testing,
teaching, and home environment processes;
^
• David and Roger Johnson's goal structures of
competition, cooperation, and individualiza-
tion;l 2 and
• Robert Sinclair's environmental variables of
autonomy, equity, humanism, involvement,
morale, and resources.
^
Of these factors, ten were selected for study to
determine the extent to which each was present in the
one-room schools in the sample: the alterable variable
of time-on-task; the three goal structures of competition,
cooperation, and individualization; and the six environ-
mental variables of autonomy, equity, humanism, involve-
ment, morale, and resources. It was expected that a
study of these factors would reveal whether one-room
schools encourage conditions that are likely to result in
optimum learning for children.
9Definition of Terms
Most of the terms used in this study have
meanings easily agreed upon by most researchers. There
are some words and phrases, however, which are used in
very particular ways and require explanation to ensure
against misinterpretation. These terms are defined
below.
Learning environment . Both the external environmental
conditions (those deliberately created) and the internal
environmental conditions (those perceived by the learner)
that either promote or hinder learning. Sinclair and
Ghory use this term and the word "curriculum"
interchangeably , as is the intention in this study. A
distinction is made between curricular conceptions (of
teachers and others) and perceptions (of learners).
Learning experience . An interaction among learners,
teachers or other facilitators of learning, and learning
resources, within the context of a learning environment.
One-room school . A school in which children of various
ages and different grade levels interact within one
classroom. This definition is not consistent among the
New England states. In Vermont, for example, a one-room
school must have a grade range of at least six grades.
This definition excludes the four one-room buildings in
10
Walden
,
Vermont, which have only two grades each, and the
one -room building in Elmore, Vermont, which services only
grades 1-4. In New Hampshire, however, a "one-room
school" is any school which services any combination of
grades 1-8 under one teacher; a school with 6, 7, or 8
grades under one teacher was considered in the separate
category of "one-room rural school" until 1970.
Rural . Defined differently by various groups, using six
terms: rural nonmetropolitan, expanded rural
nonmetropolitan, census rural, extreme rural, census
nonmetropolitan, and combination rural. (The
distinctions are important because different populations
are defined depending upon which definition is being used.
The 1970 U.S. rural population statistics, for example,
can range from 37 million, or 18 percent of total
population, to 65 million, or 32 percent of total
population, depending on which of the population-based
definitions is used.) In the present study, the census
rural definition is used, i.e., all farms, open
countryside, and places of less than 2,500 residents.
This definition corresponds with that of the term extreme
rural, the term used by the National Assessment of
Educational Progress to denote non-metropolitan
communities with a population under 2,500 and a work
force that is primarily agricultural rather than
11
professional or industrial. 15 in 1970, this term defined
26.5 percent of total U.S. population.
Small school
. Any elementary school that supports no
more than one classroom per grade level and any high
school with a graduating class of fewer than 100
students . 16
Significance of the Study
This study has both practical and theoretical
significance for schooling in general and for student
learning in particular.
First, the study extends existing knowledge of
one-room schools and, more particularly, of conditions
within one-room schools that are likely to have a posi-
tive effect on learning. This is an important practical
contribution to the field of curriculum, providing infor-
mation needed at the school level for making decisions
about the organization of learning environments. School
people faced with the responsibility of deciding issues
of centralization/decentralization will find it a useful
reference
.
Second, the study suggests ways in which existing
learning environments might be improved, making available
other options for children whose schooling is, of
necessity, confined to larger educational settings. It
12
further suggests specific alternative instructional
strategies possible within present school buildings, with
the emphasis on re -organization of administrative
structures and instructional processes rather than
further capital (plant) expenditures.
The study has theoretical significance, as well.
Such an investigation of environmental conditions
influencing learning in one-room school settings is an
important contribution to curriculum theory. As an
example of a process for determining the existence or
nonexistence of specified conditions, and for evaluating
influences on learning, the study has created a forum for
discussion by concerned educators. The investigative
process used, which was largely perception- and
observation-based, will be a useful model for practi-
tioners as well as for curriculum researchers.
It is important that educators establish links
between the theories developed by empirical researchers
and the practical realities of classrooms. This study
exemplifies such a link, enabling practitioners to
conceptualize ways of assessing the effectiveness of the
learning environments they are creating within their
schools
.
This study is also valuable in that it will
stimulate a dialogue among researchers and practitioners
about the efficacy of small school size. Further, the
13
study gives cause to consider whether small learning
environments should have been eliminated simply because
larger designs were thought to have economic advantages.
Delimitations
Delimitations of instrumentation and generaliza-
bility should be considered when interpreting the results
of this study.
First, the instrument used to measure and inter-
pret student perceptions, the Rural School Environment
Survey (RSES), had not been used previously in its
present form and has not been standardized. The relia-
bility and validity of the instrument were estimated on
the basis of the history and uses of the original instru-
ment from which it was adapted, the Elementary School
Environment Survey (ESES). The present study is
exploratory and descriptive in nature and has made no
attempt to develop a singular, standardized instrument.
Rather, its purpose was to gather perceptual and
observational information using several data collection
methods. Also, the survey instrument does not attempt to
measure learning environments as seen by outside obser-
vers. Rather the environment is reported as the
perceptions of the subjects participating in those
envi ronments
.
14
Second, there are delimitations concerning the
population studied. The study is concerned with only
selected one-room schools in New England, and does not
attempt to generalize about learning environments of
one-room schools throughout the other regions of the
country. It is not possible to suggest with a high level
of confidence, for example, that what is found to be true
in Squabble Hollow, Vermont is also true in Pleasant
Dale, Nebraska. Also, the 56 percent of New England's
one-room schools represented by the sample are in extreme
rural locations, with more than half located in the
mountains of Vermont, New Hampshire, and Northern Maine,
and the remaining six located on islands off the Atlantic
coast. Therefore, there is no assurance that the sampled
schools are representative of all one-room schools in New
England
.
Review of the Literature
The review of literature is presented in three
sections. The first section discusses environment as a
determinant of student behavior. The second section of
the literature review establishes the importance of
student perceptions as a means of describing the nature
of conditions within educational environments. The third
section presents empirical evidence about school size as
an influence on student learning.
15
Approach of the Study
The four research objectives which guided the
study determined the organization of the research design.
These four objectives were:
1. to determine the perceptions of children in
one-room schools regarding learning condi-
tions in their schools;
2. to determine the perceptions of teachers and
parents regarding learning environments in
the sampled schools;
3. to describe the organization of instructional
settings within the sampled schools; and,
4. to describe the nature of student
interactions within instructional settings
of the sampled schools.
The research design organized to accomplish these four
objectives included the selection of a sample population,
the designing of appropriate measurement instruments, the
determination of measurement techniques to be used, and
the quantification of resulting data.
A random sample of one-room schools was selected
for in-depth curriculum study from the 25 schools still
operating in New England in 1981. The selection of this
sample was accomplished by blind-drawing the names of 14
schools from containers in which cards bearing the names
16
of New England's 25 one-room schools had been placed, by
state. To assure even distribution among states, at
least 50 percent of all one-room schools operating in
each state were selected. This procedure resulted in the
following selection of schools: 5 (of 9) schools in
Maine; 4 (of 8) schools in Vermont; 3 (of 6) schools in
New Hampshire; 1 (only 1) school in Massachusetts; 1
(only 1) school in Rhode Island; and 0 (none) in
Connecticut. The three groups of respondents from each
of the selected schools were children attending those
schools, parents of those children, and the children's
teachers
.
Several types of data-collecting instruments were
required by the study. These included:
1. two forms of a perceptual questionnaire for
measuring the perceptions of students,
2. an attitudinal questionnaire for assessing
the attitudes of parents and teachers,
3. a citizenship education questionnaire for
ascertaining teacher opinion, and
4. a three-part observation instrument for
•
identifying dimensions of student inter-
actions within particular instructional
settings
.
17
To accomplish the research objectives, a visit
was made to each of the 14 schools in the study. During
the visits, each of which was approximately 2-1/2 hours
in length, questionnaires were administered to students.
Survey instruments, designed for completion by parents
and teachers, were left on-site for subsequent mailing to
the researcher. Observation schedules were completed by
the researcher within each school during the on-site
visit.
The following chapters constitute a detailed
description of the present investigation. Chapter II
presents a review of literature which establishes the
study's research direction, including discussions of the
influence of educational environment on student behavior,
the use of student perceptions to describe learning
environments, and school size as an influence on student
learning. Chapter III describes the design of the study.
Chapter IV reports the analysis of data and interprets
the research findings as they relate to the research
objectives. Finally, Chapter V summarizes the
investigation, provides a discussion of implications of
the findings, and suggests possible directions for
educational practice. The chapter concludes the study by
recommending further research into questions raised by
the current investigation.
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
This chapter provides a foundation for the
present investigation and gives direction to the research
processes used in the study. It is divided into three
parts. The first section concentrates on educational
environments as a primary influence on student behavior.
The second section establishes the importance of using
perceptions as a means of describing the conditions
experienced by those living and learning within a
particular environment. Finally, the third section
considers small size as an environmental factor that is
likely to influence student behavior and, consequently,
student learning.
Influence of Educational Environments
On Human Behavior
This first section of the chapter presents evi-
dence that educational environments of schools are likely
to influence the behavior of students within those envi-
ronments. Research will be presented which indicates
that the nature of student interaction with the school
environment determines behavior.
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The role of environment in shaping behavior has
been the concern of many researchers and educators. In
fact, those educators involved with studies of relation-
ships between school environments and learning consider
student learning to be the result of a complex process of
interactions between students and the environment of
their classroom and school.
In his classic study of personality, Murray
asserted that behavior is the result of the transactional
relationship between environments and individuals living
within those environments. He stated that because an
individual is constantly within an environment which
determines its behavior to a great extent, and because
the environment changes, frequently and even abruptly at
times, "the conduct of an individual cannot be formulated
without a characterization of each confronting situation,
physical and social.
"
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As early as 1916, Dewey had described environment
as "those conditions that promote or hinder, stimulate or
inhibit, characteristic activities of a living being,"
and observed that the social environment forms both the
mental and emotional disposition of an individual's
behavior. 18 In 1938, he presented his thesis that "the
nature and quality of educational experiences are largely
determined by the characteristics of the learner's
"19environment
.
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Two decades later, Anastasi observed that the
immediate environment not only dictates current behavior,
but also indirectly influences later behavior. 20 In the
mid-1960's, several research studies were conducted to
investigate possible relationships between the
environment and various characteristics such as
achievement and intelligence, and other environmental
variables. In 1963, Dave conducted a comprehensive
investigation of the influence of environment on
achievement. He identified twenty-two environmental
variables which appeared to affect achievement scores
and, using empirical procedures, including interviews
with parents and a variety of achievement tests, he
found a definite correlation between environmental
variables and results from the achievement battery. 2 !
Walberg reviews several research studies in which
instruments designed between 1958 and 1970 were used to
address relationship of school climate with student
outcomes. 22 Notable among studies revealing positive
relationship between the two variables are: Medley and
Mitzel, 1958, 1959, Observation Schedule and Record
(OScAR); Ehman
,
1969, Classroom Climate Scale; Perkins,
1951 and Brown, 1960, both using the Climate Index
( Withall ) ; and Flanders, LaShier, Powell, and Soar,
1965-1968, using the Interaction Analysis System
Wolf, using a detailed review of research(Flanders )
.
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prior to 1963, conducted a comprehensive examination of
the relationship between environment and intelligence.
He identified 13 process variables within the environment
which he believed to be related to intelligence, and
compared results of 10 tests administered to 5th grade
children and interview data gathered from their mothers.
He found a significant positive relationship between
intelligence scores and environment ratings. 23
In their classic study, Organizational Climate
of Schools
,
Halpin and Croft differentiated between open
and closed climates. Using their Organizational Climate
Description Questionnaire (OCDQ), they measured four
characteristics of faculty and four characteristics of
principals. Findings revealed that teaching staffs
within schools with open climates exhibited high esprit
(morale, cohesiveness), high intimacy (trust, closeness),
high engagement (collaboration, interdependence), and
low hindrance (lack of social support, facilitation of
change). Findings also revealed that principals within
schools with open climates were characterized as showing
consideration (giving support, allowing for differences),
manifesting thrust (initiating action, stimulating others
to act), arguing for high production (emphasizing achieve-
ment, offering useful feedback), and as not demonstrating
aloofness (lack of sharing, friendship, closeness). 24
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Working with a twelve-member team in a compre-
hensive effort
,
Fox developed an instrument for self-
analysis of organizational climate, and studied eight
factors in an attempt to understand school climate:
Caring : Feeling that participants are concerned
about one another's welfare.
Cohesiveness : Feeling that school participants
are together and thinking alike on important
terms
.
Growth : Believing in the legitimacy of personal
growth for all school participants.
Morale : Feeling relaxed about relationships
and work.
Opportunities for Input : Having chances to
contribute ideas and seeing that they are
considered.
Renewal : Able to pull together to do problem
solving without undue stress and conflict.
Respect : Shown for participants in the school
seeing themselves as persons of worth with
valuable ideas to share.
Trust : Reflected in confidence that others can
be counted on to behave honestly. 25
Pace and Stern, researchers concerned with the
educational environments of institutions of higher
education, viewed school climate or atmosphere as
significant determinants of human behavior. In his
studies of college and university climates. Pace found
that these environments differed significantly in terms
of five specific variables: awareness, community,
practicality, propriety, and scholarship. He developed
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the College and University Environment Scale (CUES) to
measure these indicators of environmental press. 2 ®
It was against this background of research that
Sinclair developed the Elementary School Environment
Survey (ESES)
,
a perceptual instrument for measuring
school climate in elementary environments. Sinclair
conceptualizes the environment as a complex system of
situational determinants
—
physical, social, and
intellectual in nature—that influence participating
individuals. 27 In 1971, Sinclair and Sadker refined the
environmental variables investigated by Pace's work and
in the earlier Sinclair study, and identified the six
variables of autonomy, alienation, humanism, morale,
opportunism, and resources. 2 ®
A major contribution toward understanding the
relationship between environments and human development
was made by Bloom. In his attempts to identify critical
stages in the development of various characteristics
—
such as those of intelligence, achievement, and per-
sonality—and to determine factors affecting this
development, Bloom found that most of a child's general
achievement patterns are developed by the age of 12. He
reported:
We regard the environment as providing a network of
forces and factors which surround, engulf and play on
the individual. Although some individuals may resist
this network, there will only be the extreme and rare
individuals who can completely avoid or escape from
24
these forces. The environment is a shaping and
reinforcing force which acts upon the individual
.
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Bloom later concluded that explanations for individual
differences in learning can be found in the interactions
between individuals and their educational and social
environments. About his book, Human Characteristics and
School Learning
,
he wrote:
The main thesis of this book is that individual
differences in learning is an observable phenomenon
which can be predicted, explained, and altered in a
great variety of ways. In contrast, individual
differences in learners is a more esoteric notion. 30
The influence of social-cultural aspects of
environment on human behavior within schools is receiving
emphasis by researchers in the decade of the 1980's.
Brookover's recent study of public elementary schools in
Michigan, in which the effect of social climate and
social structure on basic skill achievement was
investigated, suggests that patterns of student-student
interaction is a social-cultural variable which may
significantly affect learning outcomes. 31
In the recent Social Interaction and Cognitive
Development in Children , Per ret-Clermont suggests that,
at certain levels of cognitive development, collective
performances are superior to individual ones. She shows
how children's participation in structuring social
interactions plays an important part in later individual
structuring, and points out that children's cognitive
25
development will be enhanced if they are allowed to
interact socially with other children.
Any educational practice aiming at the indivi-
dualization of teaching should at the same time be
founded on the intensification of social interactions
among children, and... of placing together children of
different developmental levels. "32
Perret-Clermont discusses the recommendation of changing
the direction of communication within classrooms and
replacing the traditional teacher-student exchange with a
network of interactions between students. She explains,
This approach is additionally justified on the
grounds that it creates a situation in which a child
is led toward self-expression, creativity and
exploration through the confrontation with differing
points of view activity (is) related to the
familiar world of the child, and forms a link between
social relations and school life. School life should
no longer center on a monolithic block of children,
but rather on the children as an autonomous social
group with its own dynamic. "33
Johnson, another researcher concerned with envi-
ronments which encourage student-student interactions,
points out that the adult-child view of teaching and
learning has been so much emphasized, and the mother-child
has been considered so important among social relation-
ships, that student-student relationships and inter-
actions within classrooms have been generally supressed
rather than constructively utilized. 34
He suggests that the importance and power of
classroom interactions among students are often ignored
although, in fact, a student within a classroom is
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continually aware of and influenced by the feelings,
attitudes and relationships which are shared with
the student group. Students receive the teacher's
directives, statements, and actions in the context of
their relationships with other students, and not in the
context of the teacher in isolation. Johnson believes
that student-student relationships have considerable
impact on achievement, appropriate behavior and, cogni-
tive and social development. Some of the important ways
in which student-student interactions contribute to
cognitive and social development are:
• Influencing the occurrence or nonoccurrence
of potential problem behaviors in adolescence
such as the use of illegal drugs.
• Providing the context in which children learn
to master aggressive impulses.
• Contributing to the emergence of
per spect ive-taki ng abilities.
• Influencing educational aspirations and
achievement. 35
Johnson points out that arranging the environment
to place students in close proximity does not, by itself,
constitute the designing of instructional environments
for student-student interaction. The kind of interac-
tions, depending on instructional purpose, are key to the
process. Johnson is especially concerned with the goal
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structures of cooperative, individualistic, and competi-
tive instructional arrangements and the effect on human
behavior possible, or likely within each arrangement. A
meta-analysis of more than 122 studies comparing the
relative effects on achievement and productivity of -
cooperation, cooperation with intergroup competition,
interpersonal competition, and individualistic efforts,
was performed by Johnson and his associates. The
findings of the meta-analysis are consistent:
cooperation is considerably more effective than are
interpersonal competitive and individualistic efforts in
promoting either achievement or productivity . 36
Specifically
,
The students at the 50th percentile in the
cooperative condition perform at approximately the
same level as students at the 80th percentile in the
interpersonal competitive and individualistic
conditions. These results hold for all age levels,
for all subject areas, and for tasks involving
concept attainment, verbal problem solving,
categorizing, spatial problem solving, retention and
memory motor performance, and guessing-judging-
predicting . 37
Johnson suggests that the American educational
system has traditionally structured learning environments
to encourage interpersonal competitive behavior by
students at all age and grade levels. In Learning
Together and Alone , he presents considerable evidence
that
:
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• Most students perceive school as being
competitive
.
• American children are more competitive
than are children from other countries.
• American children become more competitive
the longer they are in school or the older
they become.
• Anglo-American children are more competi-
tive than are other American children, for
instance, Mexican-Amer ican and
Afro-American children.
• Urban children are more competitive than
are rural children . 38
As an example of the detrimental effect of this
style of socialization on instructional progress within
schools, Johnson cites the Madsen research which indi-
cates that such behavior often interfered with children's
capacity for adaptive and cooperative problem solving,
and that
...American students so seldom cooperate spontaneous-
ly... that it appears that the environment provided
for these children is barren of experiences that
would sensitize them to the possibility of coopera-
tion. Not only do American children engage in
irrational and self-defeating competition but the
Anglo-American child (in comparison with children
from other countries, for instance, Mexico) is
willing to reduce his own reward in order to reduce
the reward of a peer . 38
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Bloom's primary concern in his study of relation-
ship between an individual's characteristics and the
environment in which the individual develops was to
identify degrees of stability and change at various
developmental stages. He concluded that much of an
individual's stability is a reflection of environmental
stability, and can be explained by the constancy of the
individual's environment over time. 40 Current research
by Johnson and his associates questions the practice of
age homogenity now common is American education. In
light of the factor of environmental stability, this kind
of artificial, unlife-like grouping in schools is being
reassessed
.
Age homogeneity was not introduced into our
schools until the middle of the nineteenth century.
However, most school classrooms are now age-graded so
that students spend most of their school years in the
presence of other students who are within twelve months
of being the same age. This same-age grouping is unusual
in the sense that children in most cultures interact with
multi-age peers, and it is unlife— like in the sense that
approximately 65 percent of children's interactions with
other children outside the school environment involve
them with individuals who differ in age by more than
41twelve months.
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Hartup argues that cross-age groups are well-
suited to children's needs:
Social adaptation requires skills in both seeking
help (dependency) and giving it ( nurturance ) ; being
passive and being sociable; being able to attack
others (aggression) and being able to contain one's
hostility; being intimate and being self-reliant.
Since there is a greater likelihood that some of
these behaviors will occur in interaction with
younger children than with older children (e.g.,
nurturance), some in interaction with agemates rather
than non-agemates (e.g., aggression), and some in
interaction with older children rather than younger
children (e.g., dependency), mixed-age social
contacts would seem to serve children in ways that
same-age contacts cannot . 42
Johnson concludes that there is evidence that
mixed-age classes in elementary schools might be
preferable to same-age classes, and that:
While the research findings are not consistent, the
overall weight of the evidence indicates that higher
achievement by rapid, average, and slow learners will
result when they are placed in (age) heterogeneous
learning groups . 42
This first section of chapter II has discussed
educational environments as a primary influence on
student behavior. An historical development of studies
concerned with student interactions within learning
environments as determinants of behavior has been
summarized. The discussion of educational environment
studies began with Murray's classic study of personality
and continued to the social-psychological emphases of
several current research efforts. The next section of
the review of literature will discuss the importance of
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learner perceptions as a means of describing conditions
within particular educational environments.
The Use of Perceptions to
Describe Learning Environments
The first part of this chapter began with the
assumption that behavior is the result of a transactional
relationship between individuals and their environments,
and discussed several studies which have identified
selected aspects of school environments likely to
influence the behavior of learners. These environmental
aspects will influence student behavior, however, only
insofar as they are perceived by the learner to be
present. This section of the review of literature will
establish the importance of using perceptions as a means
of describing the nature of conditions within a
particular environment.
Without the benefit of student perceptions,
educators can only act on the basis of their own
perceptions of the learning environment. Gaining access
to student perceptions, on the other hand, enables
educators to better understand and appreciate student
behavior, to alter specific environmental conditions that
appear to be affecting behavior in negative ways, and to
emphasize those aspects of the environment that appear to
be influencing student behavior in positive directions.
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A series of studies have been completed which demonstrate
that student perceptions of learning environments are
reliable measures of those environments. 44
Since the mid-1960's, the social-psychological
aspects of environment have been given considerable
attention by researchers, many of whom see a need to
concentrate on how students interpret their learning
environments. They suggest that an integration of
cognitive psychology and sociology will provide a more
accurate understanding of complex human behavior than has
been possible with traditional approaches to research on
learning. Magoon uses the term "constructivist" research
to emphasize that the constructed reality/meanings of the
observed participants are the primary focus of the
researcher. He suggests that what is of most importance
is that information which the individual constructs in
his mind. 4 ^ Since perception is based on observations
and discriminations gathered through both the senses and
the conceptual framework, the student's perception will
be based on information about the learning environment as
seen through the individual's conceptual system. What is
of most importance to the researcher, then, is not the
context of behavior, but what is perceived by the
subject
.
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Schmuck argues that organization of the school is
an important influence on the way that students perceive
and feel about themselves as students. 46 He suggests
that through a complex chain of social-psychological
events, student reactions based on their perceptions will
influence the energy available to them for pursuing
academic learning. He names three classes of interre-
lated organizational variables which serve either as
facilitators or as restraints of student learning: 1)
the contextual factors of organizational size of the
student's neighborhood culture; 2) the formal structural
variables of complexity and influence within schools; and
3) the emotional aspects of the informal school climate,
including trust, openness, and morale. When the
students' perceptions of these environmental stimuli and
their personal attributes are combined, they create a
tendency toward the commitment of various amounts of
energy for academic learning. When there are large
discrepancies between students' perceptions of these
environmental stimuli and their personal attributes,
anxiety about learning and alienation from school can
result. As an example, Schmuck cites stimuli related to
impersonal competition in large classes, which can clash
with a student's motive for affiliation and produce
feelings of personal insecurity as a student. 47
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Murray's Need-Press Model, developed as early as
1938, has been one of the most useful models for measur-
ing and interpreting student perceptions of their
learning environments, and has been a major influence
in determining and establishing a direction for school
climate research. In constructing his theory of per-
sonality, Murray identified need and press as the two
primary influences on human behavior. He defined need as
the hypothetical force within the individual which
determines the movement of the individual toward or away
from the stimulus situation, and press as the stimulus
situation within the environment to which the individual
attends and reacts. ^ Press is defined as that aspect of
the total environment which either helps or hinders
goal-oriented behavior by individuals, and can be classi-
fied as a positive or negative factor depending upon
individual needs. Human behavior, then, will be
determined by the discrepancy betwen the individual's
needs and the environmental press. Murray classifies
environmental press into the two categories of Alpha
press and Beta press. Alpha press, or that aspect of the
environment which actually exists as far as can be
scientifically determined, is the factor which has been
used most frequently to obtain information about
educational environments. Beta press, on the other hand,
is that aspect of the environment which is perceived by
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the participant and is entirely dependent on the way in
which the individual interprets environmental phenomenon.
It is important to distinguish between the two categories
of environmental press because the measurement of Alpha
press can produce a very different description of the
environment than the assessment of Beta press; in the
first instance
,
the environment is being analyzed by an
objective observer, whereas in the other instance the
environment is being analyzed by a participant in that
environment.
The model developed by Getzels and Thelen in 1960
is useful in considering factors that influence the
learning behavior of students in classrooms. Their
approach is based on an examination of the individual's
behavior in the context of the group. 49 Their general
equation for studying social behavior as a result of the
individual's attempts to cope with an environment
"composed of patterns of expectations for his behavior
with ways consistent with his own independent pattern of
needs" can be illustrated as follows:
B = f (R x P)
where B is observed behavior, R is the role expectation
in a situation, and P is the personality of the
individual defined by needs. 50 The two categories of
factors that influence behavior within the classroom
are those ascribed by role requirements and thosegroup
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brought into the group by the individual. The strength
of the Social System Model is its emphasis on the class-
room as a dynamic, changing social system that influences
the behavior of students, and the organizational and per-
ceptual characteristics that contribute to this process.
McMillan suggests a cognitive social-psychological
learning model as a way of conceptualizing the social-
psychological determinants of student behavior in
schools. 51 The Cognitive Social-Psychological Learning
Model summarizes behavior as a function of three cate-
gories of environmental factors: student character-
istics, needs, and feedback. He explains:
Whereas it is less than a formal theory, the model
suggests how influences resulting from pupil-social
interaction can be organized and analyzed to
understand and predict the decision-making process of
pupils that results in behavior. The perspective is
social-psychological in assuming that a pupil's
interactions with others is a primary determinant of
behavior. Furthermore, it is cognitive in its
emphasis on pupil perception, the meaning of stimuli
to individuals and the unique way each person
categorizes, transforms, and interprets social
events . 52
McMillan's model of learning, emphasizing the student's
individual characteristics, the student's needs in a
given situation, and feedback received by the student
from others regarding appropriate behavior, is based on
two assumptions: 1) that students' interactions with
others are primary determinants of student behavior, and
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2) that the perceptions and meanings of each student
must be accounted for.
Recognizing that learner perceptions will
influence reactions to various aspects of the learning
environment, several researchers have developed
perceptual instruments to assess school settings. Three
such instruments which have been used extensively are
Walberg and Anderson's Class Activities Questionnaire
(1956, constructed to measure six levels of Bloom's
taxonomy), Learning Environment Inventory (1971,
developed to assess 15 group characteristics), and My
Class Inventory (1971, designed as a simple agree-
disagree format for use with younger children). 53
Stern constructed the Activities Index to assess
individual needs and the High School Characteristics
Index to measure aspects of environmental press at the
high school level (1970). 54 Based on particular
interaction constructs developed in 1956 by Stern, Stein,
and Bloom, 55 these instruments provided a means for
measuring both educational systems (press) and
personality characteristics of students (needs).
Several instruments measuring Beta press have
been used in studies conducted by Sinclair and his
associates . 56 a wide range of approaches and environ-
ments have been investigated by these studies, including
social interactions, conceptual systems, multicultural
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press, and alternative education environments. Also, a
wide range of subjects have been addressed, including
principals, teachers, elementary and secondary students,
and marginal students.
An instrument designed to assess individualized,
open, or enquiry-based learning environments, the
Individualized Classroom Environment Questionnaire, was
developed in 1979 by Rentoul and Fraser, 57 and is being
revised and refined.
This section of chapter II has considered the
importance of learner perceptions to describe conditions
within learning environments. Three influences on
learner perceptions of themselves—organization of the
school, context of the learning group, and social-psycho-
logical characteristics of learners—were presented.
Selected instruments developed to assess student
perceptions of learning environments were discussed.
One educational environment that can be described
through the perceptions of the individuals who live and
learn there is that of the small school. Small school
size as a factor likely to influence learning outcomes is
the subject of the next section of this chapter.
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School Size and Learning Outcomes
The previous section of this chapter discussed
the use of the perceptions of those participating in
educational settings to describe conditions within their
learning environments. One type of educational setting
that can best be described through the perceptions of
students, teachers, and parents interacting within the
setting is that of the small school. This section of
chapter II discusses school size as a factor that is
likely to either facilitate or hinder student learning.
For several years, many researchers have
investigated the question of whether the size of classes
within schools is a significant factor in learning
outcomes. The size of the school itself, although often
discussed in relation to fiscal, administrative, and
curricular concerns, has not been considered until quite
recently as a factor related to student achievement or
other indicators of school quality.
As schools have continued to increase in size,
and the attendant problems of large size have become more
obvious to school people and professional educators, as
well as to the general public, the practice of creating
large educational environments through school centraliza-
tion has come to be questioned seriously. Many policy-
makers are beginning to reassess the effectiveness, and
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the efficiency, of exceptionally large educational
systems
.
The move toward school consolidation was
stimulated by James Bryant Conant's The American High
School Today: A First Report to Interested Citizens.
The number of small rural schools and school districts
was reduced dramatically during the decade following the
appearance of this publication in 1959. Until the
1970's, however, consolidation remained essentially a
rural phenomenon. Since then, declining enrollments
encouraged the closing of small schools in suburban and
urban areas, as well. The rural opponents of consolida-
tion, most of whom were considered to be politically
unsophisticated rustics and were largely ignored, are now
joined by new opponents with more political clout who are
protesting the closing of neighborhood schools. 58
One of the recurring problems with formulating
arguments in response to size issues is that of defining
large size and small size. Researchers and writers use a
wide variation of numbers to represent minimum, optimum,
and maximum sizes. Comparisons of studies related to
optimum sizes are, therefore, difficult or impossible. 59
Consequently, researchers have generally concluded that
questions of efficiencies of scale and economies of size
are still unanswered. 60
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Another problem which arises when trying to frame
an argument for the size question is disagreement as to
what constitutes the goals of education and educational
quality. An obvious priority of both educators and the
general public is academic achievement, yet most studies
of relationships between school size and achievement do
not control for either intelligence or socio-economic
class of students. A recent review of studies sponsored
by the National Institute of Education indicates that no
recent studies that do control for the two factors of
intelligence and social class show a positive correlation
between large size and student achievement. 61 a 1979
study by Guthrie particularly indicated that school size
made no significant difference in student achievement . 62
In the recently published The Social Psychology
of School Learning
,
Richard A. Schmuck reports that the
number of students and staff within a single school can
be a critical influence on many aspects of that school's
organization . 63 He concludes that besides the more
obvious effects, such as student/teacher ratios or the
variety of classes available, effects less obvious but
equally significant are present, such as patterns of
interactions between teachers and students, and among the
students themselves. 64 Perhaps most significantly,
however, students in small schools seem to enjoy more
personal satisfactions, as in developing new
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competencies, participating in activities which they
consider to be important, and in establishing clear value
systems for themselves. Conversely, students from large
schools report satisfactions that are more impersonal in
nature, ie., less goal-directed and more often associated
with external rewards, such as receiving points for
participation in activities. 65
Barker and Gump suggest that it is possible to
gauge the effects of size by examining an institution's
"behavior settings "--the more people there are in any one
setting, the less influence any one person will have, the
less chance any one person will have to participate in
the activities of the group, and the less sense of re-
sponsibility any one person will have for what happens.
Barker refers to this phenomenon as the "negative
relationship between institutional size and individual
participation. "66 This theory has been tested in a large
variety of institutions over the past several years,
including the high schools in one of the most significant
studies by Barker and his colleagues, conducted in the
latter part of the 1950's and published in 1964 as the
classic in American psychology. Big School, Small School .
Thirteen high schools ranging in size from 40 students to
more than 2000 students were studied over a period of
three years to determine the amount of student
participation in, and satisfaction with, various school
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activities and "behavior settings. ”67 The conclusion
reached regarding optimum school size was that "a school
should be sufficiently small that all of its students are
needed for all of its enterprises," a condition generally
found to exist in those schools in the study with
enrollments of between 100-200 students.
A recent review of economies of size suggests
that the optimum size of a high school in terms of cost
effectiveness is perhaps in the range of 1,600 to 1,700
students, 68 although such numbers have little meaning
until considered in relation to local factors.
In 1966, James Coleman and his colleagues
conducted the most extensive educational study ever
attempted in the United States. Based on a U.S. Office
of Education survey of 645,000 students, the study
concluded that:
...the major determinants of classroom success had
very little to do with the actual content of the
courses or the amount of educational equipment or
even the competence of the teachers, but rather with
'the attitudes of student interest in school, self-
concept, and sense of environmental control' — in
other words, with the student's sense of being at one
with the school. Moreover, the factor 'which appears
to have a stronger relationship with achievement than
do all the school factors together is the extent to
which an individual feels that he has some control
over his own destiny. ' It is exactly that control,
that sense of oneness, which the small school has
always been able to foster, simply by virtue of its
size in relation to the individual student... 69
Large size of a learning group can have debili-
tating effects on the attitudes of students and student
learning, particularly when size exceeds '30 to 35
students. Schmuck writes:
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"Whereas large group instruction can be effective for
transmitting cognitive information, it typically does
not offer individualized learning opportunities, nor
does it raise the morale or cohesiveness of the
learning group. 70
College size also has striking effects on student
achievement. The largest nation-wide study of college
student development ever undertaken in the United States,
involving 200,000 students and 300 institutions, was
sponsored by the American Council on Education and UCLA.
The results of the ten-year survey were summarized by
Astin in the report. Four Critical Years
,
in 1977:
Students are more likely to participate in honors
programs, to become involved with academic pur-
suits, to interact with faculty, to get involved
in athletics, and to be verbally aggressive in
small inst i tutions . . . they are more likely to
achieve in areas of leadership, athletics, and
journalism. .. are more satisfied with their
faculty-student relations and with classroom
instruction ... Small institutions foster a greater
degree of altruism and intellectual self -esteem. 71
Sale goes on to cite "a host of other studies
underscoring the virtues of small size," particularly
the work of Baird who studied an unusually wide
sample of 21,371 high school students and found that
the size of high schools has a considerable effect on
achievement, with smaller sizes being especially
advantageous for both academic and non-academic
success in writing and dramatics, of some advantage
for music, and without much effect on science and
art. 72
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Sale points out in Human Scale that large schools
are working consistently and at great expense
...to implement such innovations as open classrooms,
peer tutoring, multi-grade classes, individualized
instruction, and community participation—the very
things that existed inherently in the small school in
the small community, particularly the one-room
schoolhouse, and that were so often lost in the
pell-mell rush to Conant-sized institutions. 73
In extremely small schools, such as one-teacher
and one-room schools, the necessity of integrating grade
levels results in cross-age interactions among students.
A study of cross-age interactions in 110 one-room schools
in Nebraska reveals that 34 of the schools studied used
peer-tutoring as an instructional method on a regular
basis. 74 such practices can certainly be viewed as
advantageous, considering the evidence that learning is
often more effective for children when they learn from
other children. 75
The conclusion that groups and organizations of
large size are dysfunctional has been supported by a
number of sociological studies. Some recent empirical
studies, by Kasarda 7 ^ and by Stavig and Barnet, 77 have
indicated that many desirable characteristics of schools,
such as high morale, ease of communication, cohesiveness,
and satisfaction, have been negatively influenced by
large organizational size. Schmuck states that the data
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offer clear evidence that involvement, participation, and
commitment— some of the very important ingredients for
supporting academic learning—are not encouraged by large
educational institutions. 78
Gallant and Prothero, at the University of
Washington School of Medicine, outlined some of the
reasons for educational deficiencies in large
institutions in 1972. Included as deficiencies were:
lack of a good environment for scholarship, academic
overspecialization, impersonalization and a loss of
creativity, alienation, and diminished fruitful human
interaction
.
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Although larger schools are able to provide more
specialized classes and a broader curriculum in general,
a recent study by Morgan and Alwin suggests that a
student's chances of getting into a specialized class
decrease as school size increases. 88 When considered in
terms of percentages rather than numbers, opportunities
for motivation and participation in school life are
greater in schools of smaller size; a larger percentage
of students participates more fully in a larger
percentage of school activities in smaller schools, a
factor which to some parents and educators is a better
indicator of school quality than numbers of curricular or
extracurricular offerings.
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One of the advantages of small school size most
often mentioned by parents is that of the close
relationship between the school and the community. A
recent study of the Montgomery County, Maryland, schools
reveals that parents strongly favor smaller schools.
Parents felt that smaller schools were more likely to
have innovative teachers, school staffs that assume
administrative responsibilities and are active in the
operation of the school, family atmosphere and supportive
environment, close ties with the community, a principal
who knows the teaching staff well, and fewer problems
with violence and vandalism. 81 The study concluded that
the determining factors of a school's quality are the
principal's leadership, community support, and qualities
of the staff; all of these factors are most easily
provided within small school settings.
Project Talent, a large-scale inquiry of high
schools, found that school climates do vary in
effectiveness, and that one of the crucial differences
between ineffective and effective schools "may be
something as vague as the school atmosphere. "82 The
central conclusion of another recent investigation of
secondary schools in London, reported in Fifteen Thousand
Hours in 1979, is that school processes do influence
learning outcomes. 83 a positive school ethos, or
consistent value system of shared goals, beliefs, ideals,
and standards, influences attitude toward learning.
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Miles considers several variables to be
indicators of a healthy school climate, including the
eight dimensions studied by Halpin and Croft. He
emphasizes two additional variables: 1) goal focus,
which becomes more difficult as the complexity of the
school increases, and 2) influence based on competence,
which is less likely in a hierarchical structure.® 4
Sale concludes:
"There is a scale at which learning best takes
place—a scale of classroom, of school, of campus,
of community. Insofar as we cherish our schools,
insofar as we believe them to be the means to
transmit the better parts of the human tradition and
not merely engines to empower our economy, we must
resurrect that scale: the human scale.
The optimum school size may be that which
supports the educational philosophy and the quality of
educational program which is desired by the community
which is served by the school, and at a cost which the
community is willing to pay. This fact may imply that
schools need to be as concerned with community and parent
perceptions of its quality as they are concerned with
such issues as comprehensiveness of curriculum and per
pupil expenditures.
It is appropriate that this discussion of school
size and learning outcomes conclude with these thoughts
of economist Schumacher, author of Small is Beautiful :
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For every activity there is a certain appropriate
scale, and the more active and intimate the activity,
the smaller the number of people that can take part,
the greater is the number of such relationship
arrangements that need to be established. Take
teaching: one listens to all sorts of extraordinary
debates about the superiority of the teaching machine
over some other forms of teaching. Well, let us
discriminate: what are we trying to teach? It then
becomes immediately apparent that certain things can
only be taught in a very intimate circle, whereas
other things can obviously be taught en masse, via
the air, via television, via teaching machines, and
so on
.
What scale is appropriate? It depends on what we are
trying to do. 86
The research evidence indicates that learning
environments of small size can have a positive effect on
student behavior and on learning outcomes. Educational
researchers and practitioners, particularly those who
assign the responsibility for providing such environments
to schools, might reconsider the wisdom of creating large
educational institutions, and consider the efficacy of
small school size.
This chapter has provided a foundation for the
present investigation and given direction to the research
processes used in the study by reviewing pertinent liter-
ature in the three areas of educational environments, per-
ceptions, and school size. The first section of the chap-
ter considered educational environment as a primary influ-
ence on student behavior. The second section discussed
perceptions as a means of describing conditions within
learning environments. The third section of the chapter
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considered small size as an environmental factor that is
likely to influence student behavior and learning outcomes.
CHAPTER III
RESEARCH DESIGN AND PROCEDURE
The purpose of this chapter is to describe the
research methodology of the study. The chapter provides
a description of the procedures used in the selection of
the sample and the processes involved in the development
of the research instruments, including preliminary test-
ing and subsequent revision of the instruments. The
chapter also describes the procedures for the collection
of data from 293 study respondents. The data base
consisted of 14 randomly selected one-room schools in
five of the six New England states; the responses of 181
students, 14 teachers, and 98 parents were collected.
Table 2 presents numbers of respondents from each of the
14 schools.
Selection of the Sample
The intention of the investigator was to obtain a
random sample of public one-room schools operating within
New England. To create this sample, an extensive investi-
gation was undertaken to determine the location of every
one-room public school presently in operation within the
six New England states.
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TABLE 2
TOTAL POPULATION OF RESPONDENTS
SCHOOL
N=1
4
STUDENTS
FORM 0 FORM W
N=7 0 N=lll
TEACHERS
N=1
4
PARENTS
N=9 8
TOTAL
N=2 93
A 9 7 1 11 28
B 10 14 2* 12 38
C 11 17 1 14 43
D 4 6 2* 3 15
E 5 10 1 10 26
F 6 9 1 9 25
G 7 8 1 11 27
H 0 5 1 2 8
I 2 4 1 4 11
J 8 7 1 14 30
K 0 6 1 1 8
L 6 8 1 7 22
M 2 5 0 0 7
N 0 5 0 0 5
* The fulltime teaching assistant in each of these
schools responded also.
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Contacts with the officials within the Department
of Education in each of the New England states resulted
in names and locations of some schools, but several infor-
mants seemed unsure of their data. A complicating factor
was that of definition; there is no single definition of
"one-room school" which is used consistently among states.
Personal visits by the researcher to various locations
named by these officials verified that the information
provided had not been accurate in all cases, and further
investigation was undertaken. Valuable leads were
obtained from state librarians and reference librarians
at state universities. Other useful information was
acquired by such time-tested means as word-of-mouth and
rural grapevine, as well as by reminiscences of graduates
attending an Alumni '30 gathering, at the University of
Massachusetts in Amherst, in 1980. These several methods
resulted in a listing of 25 operating one-room schools in
New England (see Table 3). The researcher acknowledges
that, although an exhaustive effort was undertaken to
confirm the locations of the schools, this population of
25 schools may not include all those that actually exist.
A random sampling technique was employed to
determine which of the 25 identified schools would be
selected for in-depth curriculum study. Cards containing
individual school names were placed in containers by
state to assure even distribution among states.
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TABLE 3
ONE-ROOM SCHOOLS IN OPERATION
IN NEW ENGLAND
1980-81
SCHOOL LOCATION
1. Cliff Island School
2. Cranberry Isles School
3. Frenchboro Elementary School
4. Isle au Haut Rural School
5. Islesford School
6. Long Island School
7. Matinicus Elementary School
8. Monhegan Island School
9. Shirley Elementary School
Cliff Island, ME
Cranberry Isles, ME
Frenchboro, ME
Isle au Haut, ME
Islesford, ME
Long Island, ME
Matinicus Island, ME
Monhegan Island, ME
Shirley Mills, ME
10.
Cuttyhunk Elementary School Cuttyhunk Island, MA
11. Alexandria Village School
12. Blue School
13. Effingham Elementary School
14. Hebron Village School
15. Faulkner Elementary School
16. Waterville Valley Elementary
School
Newfound Area, NH
Landaff, NH
Effingham Falls, NH
Newfound Area, NH
Stoddard, NH
Waterville Valley, NH
17.
Prudence Island School Prudence Island, RI
18. Athens Elementary School
19. Baltimore School
20. Belvidere Center School
21. Brookline Union School
22. Granby Central School
23. Granville Elementary School
24. Guildhall Elementary School
25. Squabble Hollow School
Athens, VT
Baltimore, VT
Belvidere, VT
Brookline, VT
Granby, VT
Granville, VT
Guildhall, VT
Lyndon, VT
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Additionally
,
to assure that even proportions of one-room
schools among states were being investigated, this
pattern was followed:
Mai ne
Vermont
New Hampshire
Massachusetts
Rhode Island
Connecticut
first 5 of 9 schools
first 4 of 8 schools
first 3 of 6 schools
first school (only 1)
first school (only 1)
none (no 1-room schools)
Cards were taken from the containers and the random
ordering of names was recorded until all the cards had
been drawn. The 14 schools selected by the random
sampling are shown in Table 4.
When the schools to be included in the study had
been selected, school superintendents were contacted by
telephone and asked if they would like to include their
one-room schools in the study. A written description of
the research project was mailed to each of these school
officials who expressed interest in participating, as
well as to the teacher of the school involved. The cover
letter accompanying the project description requested
that the project be discussed with each school's
principal and other staff members. The teacher in each
school also received a stamped postcard addressed to the
researcher with a request to indicate whether a visit to
the school might be scheduled. As each affirming post-
card was received by the researcher , a memorandum was
mailed to the school's teacher suggesting possible times
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TABLE 4
ONE-ROOM SCHOOLS SELECTED
BY RANDOM SAMPLING
LOCATION SCHOOL
MAINE First 5 of 9
Monhegan Island (1) Monhegan Island School
(later declined)
Long Island 2. Long Island School
Isle au Haut 3. Isle au Haut School
Cliff Island 4. Cliff Island School
Shirley Mills 5. Shirley Elementary School
Cranberry Isles 6. Cranberry Isles School*
(replacement for #1)
MASSACHUSETTS Only 1 school
Cuttyhunk Island 1 Cuttyhunk Elementary School
NEW HAMPSHIRE First 3 of 6
Newfound Area (1) Hebron Village School
(later found not to meet
criteria
)
Stoddard 2. Stoddard Central School
Effingham Falls (3) Effingham Elementary School
(later found not to meet
criteria
)
Landaf f 4. Blue School*
(replacement for #1)
Waterville Valley 5. Waterville Valley Elementary
School*
(replacement for #3)
RHODE ISLAND Only 1 school
Prudence Island 1 . Prudence Island School
VERMONT First 4 of 8
Baltimore 1 . Baltimore School
Athens 2. Athens Elementary School
Lyndon
Belvidere
3. Squabble Hollow School
4. Belvidere Center School
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and dates for school visits. (Samples of written
correspondence are presented in appendix A. ) Final
arrangements and confirmations were made by telephone.
This process was complicated by the difficulties
of postal service and telephone communications in
extremely remote and isolated areas. However, 12
affirmative responses were obtained from communications
with 14 school departments. Each of the two dissenting
respondents was replaced with a school that met the
one-room school criteria and appeared next in the random
listing for that particular state. The procedure for
contacting school officials and staff was repeated for
these two institutions. The final sample consisted of 14
schools, or 56 percent of the one-room schools presently
operating in New England.
The 14 schools in the sample included eight
schools located in rural areas and six schools located on
islands off New England's Atlantic coast. Geographic/
demographic characteristics of each school's locality are
presented in Table 5. School characteristics, including
grade ranges, class-size data, and enrollment data, are
presented in Table 6.
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TABLE 5
GEOGRAPHIC/DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS
OF SCHOOL LOCALITIES
SCHOOL
DISTRICT
TOWNSHIP
CLASSIFI-
CATION
OCCUPA-
TION OF
PARENTS
SOCIO-
ECONOMIC
CLASS
TOWNSHIP
POPULA-
TION
Caledonia
North
Northern
Vermont
hilltown
Farming
,
manufac-
turing
Middle 140
Gosnold Island
,
off New
Bedford
,
MA
Blue-
collar
,
general
labor
Low/mid 45
Keene
Super
.
Union
Central
New
Hampshire
hilltown
General
labor
,
lumbering
Low-high 500
Lamoille
North
Northern
Vermont
hilltown
Lumbering
mining
Low/mid 214
Plymouth
Super
.
Union
White
Mountains
,
NH
Execu-
tive
,
white-
collar
High 200
2000
(winter
)
Portland Island
,
Casco Bay,
ME
Blue-
collar
,
fishing
Middle 125
2000
( summer
)
Portland Island
,
Casco Bay,
ME
Fishing Middle 175
Ports-
mouth
Island
,
Narragan-
sett Bay,
RI
Blue-
collar
fishing
Low/mid 75
1000
( summer
)
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School
Admin
.
Dist. #2
Northern
Maine
hilltown
Lumber-
ing
Middle 283
School
Admin
Dist. #73
Island
,
off N.E.
Harbor
ME
Fishing
,
general
labor
Middle 181
School
Admin
.
Dist. #73
Island
off
Stonington
,
ME
Fishing
,
general
labor
Low/mid 68
White
Mountains
Reg ' 1.
Super
Union
Northern
New
Hampshire
hilltown
Manufac-
turing
Low/mid 266
Windham
Northeast
Southern
Vermont
hilltown
Farming
,
general
labor
Low/mid 142
Windsor
Southwest
Southern
Vermont
hilltown
Blue-
collar
,
general
labor
Middle 178
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TABLE 6
SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS
NUMBER
OF ENROLL-
PARENT ME NT
SCHOOL HOUSE- GRADE CLASS SIZE BY GRADES (Range:
CODE HOLDS RANGE K 1-2 4-6 7,8 9 -12 5-28 )
A 9 1-6 - 9 7 - - 16
B 10 1-6 - 13 14 - - 27
C 17 1-6 - 15 13 - - 28
D 8 1-8 - 3 6 3 - 12
E 13 1-6 - 9 8 - - 17
F 7 1-6 - 7 9 - - 16
G 13 1-6 - 7 8 - - 15
H 4 7-12 - - - 1 4 5
I 15 1-8 - 1 3 3 - 7
J 15 K-4 4 15 5 - - 24
K 5 K-6 2 - 6 - - 8
L 7 K-8 2 4 8 2 - 16
M 6 K-6 - 6 5 - - 11
N 4 K-8 - 2 5 -
- 7
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Development of Research Instruments
The present study utilized a multi-measure
approach as a means of assuring, inasmuch as possible, a
high level of accuracy of measurement. Also, data were
collected from several sources using many instruments in
an attempt to increase the generalizability of the
measurements taken. The several types of data-collecting
instruments required by the study included perceptual
questionnaires for measuring the perceptions of students,
attitudinal questionnaires for measuring the attitudes
and opinions of parents and teachers, and observation
instruments designed for use on-site by the researcher.
Each of these instruments is discussed below.
The perceptual questionnaire; RSES . A revision of the
Elementary School Environment Survey was used to provide
data for the first research objective: to determine the
perceptions of children in one-room schools regarding
learning conditions in their schools. The Elementary
School Environment Survey (ESES), developed by Sinclair
in 1968, assessed physical, social, and intellectual
conditions in elementary schools as perceived by
learners. 87 Sinclair's work was an extension of the
research of Pace, who designed the College and University
Environment Scale (CUES) in 1963 to measure perceptions
88 Sinclair and Sadker refinedof college environments.
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the ESES in 1971 by using factor analytic techniques to
analyze data from 54 schools in Massachusetts. The
original five environmental variables measured by the
CUES were modified and renamed. The revised instrument
assessed school environments along six variables:
Alienation, Autonomy, Humanism, Morale, Opportunism, and
Resources. 89 This 42-item instrument was used by Phillips
in 1972 to measure perceptions of children in 52
elementary classrooms, with the two factors of Alienation
and Opportunism re-named, respectively, Involvement and
Equity, to reflect a positive connotation. 9 ^ The
instrument developed for the present study, the Rural
School Environment Survey (RSES), is a revision of the
original ESES, with changes in the phrasing of several
items to adapt them for assessment of one-room school
environments, and with the Resources factor expressed as
Opportunity to reflect a more comprehensive definition
for that variable. The RSES, then, obtained learning
environment scores in the six dimensions of Autonomy,
Equity, Humanism, Involvement, Morale, and Opportunity.
These factors are described below.
RSES variables . A school which consciously
encourages student independence is concerned with the
individual's autonomy . Student self-direction and
responsibility are nurtured, and individual differences
of opinion and interests are accepted.
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A school which promotes equity treats each child
No one child gains social or academic status
through preferential treatment. Children in this kind of
environment learn to equate justice with fairness.
A school where humanism is an important concern
is an environment where children and adults are treated
with respect. The school climate is hospitable to
activities such as music and painting which allow for
personal expression. The school recognizes the worth and
dignity of each learner.
A school with the characteristic of involvement
allows learners to share in decision-making, and
encourages them to take active roles in planning their
learning experiences. The opinions of students are taken
into consideration in the evaluative process. The
climate in a school with a high level of involvement is
congenial and cohesive.
A school in which morale is high provides a
friendly and optimistic learning environment. A general
sense of camaraderie is present among students and
teachers. Morale is an inclusive factor, indicative of
the feelings of students about their school and their
roles in the school.
The characteristic of opportunity concerns the
variety and the quality of learning opportunities that
are made available to students. The three aspects of
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this characteristic are: 1) people, 2) materials, and 3)
time. The assumption is made that children will learn if
given the opportunity to interact with appropriate others
and adequate learning materials, and if given sufficient
time for learning. Appropriate others include the
teacher and other students as important human resources,
as well as resource people both within and outside the
community. Adequate learning materials include instruc-
tional media such as books and other printed materials,
and audiovisual equipment and programs, for every aspect
of the curriculum. Sufficient time is that time made
available to each child according to the child's indivi-
dual learning requirements as related to the task to be
learned. The required time-on-task, therefore, will vary
from child to child.
Characteristics of schools in which these factors
are present, and of schools in which they are lacking,
are presented in Table 7.
RSES validity and reliability . Following an extensive
review of perceptual instruments generally and, more
particularly, the historical development of the
Elementary School Environment Survey and the validity and
reliability of earlier studies employing this instrument,
the 42-item ESES was adapted for use in the present study.
Adaptation of the instrument required extensive item
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TABLE 7
CHARACTERISTICS OF SCHOOLS IN WHICH VARIABLES
MEASURED BY THE PERCEPTUAL INSTRUMENT
ARE PRESENT OR ABSENT
VARIABLE
CHARACTERISTICS OF
SCHOOLS IN WHICH
VARIABLE IS PRESENT
CHARACTERISTICS OF
SCHOOLS IN WHICH
VARIABLE IS ABSENT
Autonomy
Equity
Humanism
* encourages student
independence
* nurtures student
self-direction
and responsibility
* accepts individual
differences of
interests and
opinion
* treats each child
fairly
* gives no one child
social or academic
status through pre-
ferential treatment
* recognizes each
child's worth and
dignity
* treats children
with respect
* provides a school
climate hospitable
to activities which
allow for personal
expression
* environment
limits develop-
ment of self-
conf idence
* children look
only to adults
for direction
* student inter-
action is
primarily compe-
titive in nature
* environment
promotes entre-
peneur ial
behavior
* children develop
feelings of
superiority or
inferiority
* student inter-
actions are
avoided
* environment
promotes feelings
of insecurity
* children feel
unvalued
* student
interactions are
not encouraged
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Involvement
Morale
Opportunity
* allows learners to
share in decision-
making
* encourages students
to take active roles
in planning their
learning experiences
* values the opinions
of students in the
evaluative process
* provides a cheerful
and optimistic
learning environment
* promotes warm rela-
tionships, and a
sense of elan,
among students and
teachers
* provides appropriate
human resources,
effective learning
materials, and
sufficient time for
learning
* environment
development of
self-esteem,
self-worth
* children develop
feelings of
estrangement
* students do not
choose to inter-
act academically
* environment
promotes negative
attitudes and
disruptive
behavior
* children perceive
an atmosphere of
unfriendliness
* student inter-
actions are
strained
* environment
restricts variety
and quality of
learning
experiences
* children perceive
limited learning
opportunities
* student inter-
action is not
facilitated
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revision. To make the instrument appropriate for small
school assessment, several items required changes in
language or content. Consequently, the validity and
reliability of the RSES cannot be assumed, and will be
discussed in some detail.
Although the RSES is an untested adaptation of
the ESES, there is some evidence to support both its
content validity, or curricular validity, as a research
tool. Also, evidence will be presented to support the
instrument's construct validity.
Content, or curricular, validity can be deter-
mined by evaluating the degree to which: 1) the research
instrument samples the particular variable under consider-
ation, and 2) the survey items correspond or relate to
the content or curriculum to be assessed. In the first
instance, the RSES does not differ from the original
instrument from which it was adapted. It retains the
6-variable, 42-item format of the ESES, with an equal
number of items (7) corresponding to each of the six
variables. Since it is generally recognized that a
survey instrument which adequately samples the entire
content is likely to discriminate at a significant level
among the subjects being surveyed, it can probably be
assumed that the RSES meets this criteria for content
validity. In their discussion of instruments that
measure classroom climates, Nielsen and Kirk write.
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Among the questionnaires for which there were
discussions of validation, the tendency was to show
that the instrument could differentiate between
various instances of a criterion at significant
levels
.
The Elementary School Environment Survey, ESES
(Sinclair, 1969), the Classroom Environment Scale,
CES (Trickett and Moos, 1971), and the High School
Characteristics Index, HSCI (Mitchell, 1968), dis-
criminated between schools at a significance level of
at least .05.91
In the second instance, however, the RSES differs
substantially from the original instrument and the system-
atic examination of each item was required to determine
correspondence of items and variables. Of the original
42 items, changes were made in six items to eliminate
such minor concerns as inappropriate use of plural number.
The items were then examined by curriculum specialists
Robert Sinclair, Director of the Center for Curriculum
Studies at the University of Massachusetts, and Ralph
Tyler, Director Emeritus at the Center for Advanced Study
in the Behavioral Sciences, to determine whether content
changes were needed to make items appropriate for
measuring one-room school environments or to clarify
variables being measured. This review resulted in
content changes in ten items to eliminate concepts not
applicable to one-room school environments and to clarify
concepts being assessed. These ten item changes are
presented in Table 8.
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TABLE 8
ITEM CHANGES MADE TO ASSURE RELEVANCE TO
ONE-ROOM SCHOOL SETTINGS
ESES, Original RSES Revision
7. Students in this school
have many chances to
help other students.
10. Students in this school
often interrupt when
someone else is talking.
11. Students may take books
or other materials from
the shelves without the
permission of the
teacher or librarian.
18. Sometimes students in
this school watch
lessons on television.
20. Many students in this
school help each other
with their classwork.
23. Students in this school
often take field trips
to interesting places.
28. Many students like to
stay around after school
gets out.
(7) Students in this
school enjoy having
many chances to help
other students.
(10) Students in this
school often interrupt
impolitely when some-
one else is talking.
(11) Students in this
school may have many
books and other
materials to help them
learn.
(18) Sometimes students in
this school are asked
to watch television
programs about some-
thing they are
studying
.
(20) Many students in this
school enjoy helping
each other with their
classwork.
(23) Students in this
school sometimes take
field trips to inter-
esting places.
(28) Students like to stay
around after school
gets out whenever
possible
.
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31. The students in this
school feel like they
are one big family.
38. Students in this school
have it easier if the
principal and teachers
know them well.
42. Teachers seldom take
their classes to the
library so that stu-
dents can look up
information.
(31) The students work
together like one big
fami ly
.
(38) Some students have it
easier than others
because the teacher
likes them better.
(42) The teacher seldom
arranges for students
to use the library.
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The written form of the RSES was field-tested in
a suburban school-within-a-school in northern Vermont to
determine whether further item changes were needed.
Although not a rural school with a single teacher and,
therefore, not eligible for inclusion in the study's
random sampling procedure, this school has been operating
for seven years as a one-room, multi-age school as an
experiment in learning requested by the parents of the
children enrolled.
The testing procedure employed in this school
requested the students to approach the investigator for
clarification of items that appeared to be confusing.
Although most students did not make such approaches
during the formal testing procedure, all students
participated in the discussion of the itmes after the
booklets had been collected. Many useful remarks
resulted from this session and several items were
subsequently altered to eliminate problem statements.
Content changes were made to clarify the variable
being measured in eight items (see Table 9).
More precise language was required to eliminate possible
misunderstanding by students in the 15 items presented in
Table 10.
This rather extensive revision of the survey
items, based on examination by curriculum experts and on
analysis of the reactions, responses, and comments of
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TABLE 9
CONTENT CHANGES MADE TO CLARIFY
VARIABLE BEING MEASURED
ESES, Original RSES Revision
8. This school seems to be
ah unfriendly place.
9. Students sometimes make
plans to do something
to the school.
12. Students do not get any
special favors in this
school.
13. Many teachers are too
busy to talk to students
about their problems or
to give them extra help.
15. When students do some-
thing wrong in this
school, they usually
get caught.
16. Most of the students in
this school take a lot
of care about their
schoolwork.
21. Students do not pay
much attention to school
rules and regulations.
37. Most of the teachers in
this school are
unfriendly
.
(8) This school is a place
in which the ideas of
students are not
important.
(9) Students are seldom
asked to do something
for the school.
(12) Students think that
most things about this
school are just fine.
(13) The teacher does not
ask students if they
need extra help with
their lessons.
(15) All students who are
caught doing something
wrong in this school
are treated fairly.
(16) Students in this
school have a chance to
help plan some of their
schoolwork.
(21) Students in this
school are not asked to
help to make rules.
(37) The teacher does not
often answer our
questions.
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TABLE 10
CHANGES IN PHRASING OR WORDING TO
ELIMINATE POSSIBLE MISUNDERSTANDINGS
ESES
,
Original RSES Revision
1. This school teaches
students to be polite.
2. This school has very
few exhibits and pictures
for students to look at.
4. If students are unhappy
in this school, the
teacher will call their
parents.
5. Students in this school
do not work on projects
by themselves.
6. Most students in this
school do not like to
get into any kind of
argument
.
17. Many of the students in
this school say they do
not like the rules made
by the teacher.
19. Most of the teachers in
this school care about
the problems students
are having.
22. Most teachers do not
talk to students about
concerts, plays and
museums
.
(1) This school encourages
students to be polite.
(2) In this school, there
are not enough
exhibits, pictures,
and photographs for
students to look at.
(4) If students are unhappy
in this school, the
teacher will ask them
about it.
(5) Students in this
school are not allowed
to work by themselves.
(6) Most students in this
school are afraid to
argue for what they
think is right.
( 17 ) Many of the students
in this school do not
like the rules.
(19) The teacher in this
school invites students
to discuss problems
they are having.
(22) The teacher does not
give students a chance
to do things like draw-
ing, painting, singing,
or playing a musical
instrument.
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24. The same students get
all the "breaks."
25. The teachers in this
school usually check to
make sure students
finish their schoolwork.
29. The teachers in this
school watch the stu-
dents closely when they
work to make sure there
are no mistakes.
32. Students in this school
know when they can get
away with doing some-
thing wrong.
35. One way to get good
grades in this school is
to be nice to the
teacher.
39. Students almost always
wait to be called on
before speaking in class
(24) In this school, some
students are teacher's
pets and get all the
"breaks.
"
(25) The teacher usually
checks every student to
make sure everybody
finishes their school-
work.
(29) The teacher often makes
the students check with
her because she thinks
they will make mis-
takes.
(32) Some students in this
school know they can
get away with doing
something wrong.
(35) Some students get good
grades in this school
by pretending to like
the teacher.
(39) Students in this school
usually do not disagree
with the teacher's
ideas.
40. Most students in this
school are not inter-
ested in such things
as poetry, music or
painting
.
(40) Most students in this
school are not
encouraged to talk
about such things as
poetry, music or
painting.
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students in the pilot study by the investigator, resulted
in a research tool judged to have a reasonable degree of
content validity. Appendix B represents the 42 RSES
items, by variable.
Evidence of construct validity is inconclusive
but can probably be assumed since the changes made in the
construction of the RSES were minor. The curriculum
specialists who reviewed the survey items also examined
the variable which form the organizing structure of the
RSES, with regard to their appropriateness and
comprehensiveness as measures of environmental conditions
likely to influence learning. Based on their opinion,
and a review by the investigator of earlier studies in
which the ESES was a primary survey instrument, the
conclusion can be drawn that there is a high degree of
relationship between the construct being measured and the
variables selected as measures. However, Lee Cronbach's
caution that "...construct validity is established
through a long-continued interplay between observation,
reason, and imagination"^ is well taken. A factor
analysis of the data and continued collection of evidence
will be necessary to establish construct validity of the
RSES.
The reliability of the RSES depends upon the
degree of consistency with which it measured student
perceptions of their school environment. Most approaches
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to establishing reliability may be inappropriate for the
RSES. Phillips suggests:
Pace and Stern (1958, p. 272) have indicated that
it may not be appropriate to obtain conventional
reliability estimates for instruments such as the
ESES. As Pace has reported, in measuring students'
perceptions of the environment- a high degree of
consensus among the respondents is desired, thus it
is hoped that there will be a low variance in a
distribution of scores within a given classroom or
school. Typical correlational or variance methods of
estimating reliability are therefore inappropriate
since they measure reliability as a function of a
wide distribution of scores.^
Phillips then proceeded to apply the Kuder-Richardson
Formula 20 to the ESES variables, both individually and
to the test as a whole. He found, "within these consider-
able limitations," relatively high reliabilities for
total responses and for four of the ESES variables, with
the two exceptions of Humanism and Equity.
There are, however, other forms of reliability
estimation which might be more appropriate to this type
of instrument, particularly three suggested by Bloom:
1) congruence reliability method, 2) examiner reliability
method, and 3) reader reliability method. 94 The con-
gruence reliability method is not applicable to the RSES,
even though the rural school study was a multiple-measure
survey, because the RSES was the only formal instrument
used to gather data regarding student perceptions. The
examiner reliability method is also inapplicable to the
RSES, since it requires a group of subjects much larger
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than that used in the present study. The reader
reliability method was applied, however, during the
development of the instrument and the following field-
testing. Competent judges agreed on the meaning of items
prior to the pilot study and on the value of responses
based on those items after the pilot study had been
conducted, an indication of a certain degree of reader
reliability.
Possibly, the split-half method and the internal
consistency method of estimating reliability might be
applied to the RSES as well. Indeed, insofar as compe-
tent judges agreed on the extent to which the survey
items measure common characteristics or factors, there is
an indication of internal consistency. The reliability
data of the RSES are inconclusive, however, and in need
of strengthening.
To summarize, evidence has been presented in
support of the content and construct validity of the
Rural School Environment Survey, and its reader reliabil-
ity. It is also suggested that the instrument has inter-
nal consistency as determined by one measure. Further
refinement of the instrument will be necessary, however,
if its findings are to be interpreted at a high level of
confidence. Its use for research purposes must be
tempered with a mindfulness of its limitations until
further evidence of its validity and reliability can be
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gathered. The Rural School Environment Survey is
presented in appendix C.
Oral form of the RSES . An abbreviated, oral form of the
survey instrument was also developed, to be administered
to children in grades K-3 and to older children unable to
read the written form. The items for the oral instrument
were taken directly from the written form of the RSES and
re-phrased with a vocabulary appropriate to the
listening/speaking vocabularies of children in this age
group. Of the 42 items in the RSES, 20 items were
adapted for the oral form. Of these, the number of items
corresponding with each of the six variables was:
Autonomy, 4 items; Equity, 3 items; Humanism, 4 items;
Involvement, 3 items; Morale, 3 items; and Opportunity, 3
items. These 20 items, the RSES item from which each is
derived, and the variable assessed by each item, are
presented in Table 11. Appendix D presents the 20 RSES,
FORM 0 (oral) items, by variable.
Validity and reliability of RSES, Form 0 . Since the 20
items of the RSES, Form 0 are reworded or rephrased
versions of the RSES items, even stronger cautions must
be recognized when interpreting findings based on the
oral instrument. Also, because RSES: Form 0 is a
newly-created instrument, and different in construction
than the original ESES or the adapted RSES, the validity
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TABLE 11
CHANGES IN PHRASING OR WORDING
TO ASSURE COMPREHENSION BY
CHILDREN IN PRIMARY LEVELS
RSES
,
WRITTEN FORM RSES
,
ORAL FORM
1. This school encourages
students to be polite.
(H)
36. Many students in this
school do not behave
while they are on the
playground. (M)
20. Many students in this
school enjoy helping each
other with their class-
work. (M)
6. Most students in this
school are afraid to
argue for what they think
is right. (A)
10. Students in this school
often interrupt
impolitely when someone
else is talking. (H)
18. Sometimes students in
this school are asked
to watch television pro-
rams about something
they are studying. (0)
22. The teacher does not
give students a chance
to do things like draw-
ing, painting, singing,
or playing a musical
instrument. (H)
(1) Do you children remem-
ber to say "please" and
"thank you" in this
school?
(2) Do most of you children
behave when you are on
the playground?
(3)
In this school, do you
help each other to do
arithmetic problems?
(4) Do you children get up-
set a lot because you
don't want to do what
the teacher wants you
to do?
(5) Do many children inter-
rupt impolitely when
other children are
talki ng?
(6) Does your teacher some-
times ask you children
to watch television to
learn more about some-
thing you are doing in
school?
(7) Does your teacher help
you a lot with drawing
or painting, or
singing?
80
23. Students in this school
sometimes take field
trips to interesting
places. (0)
32. Some students in this
school know they can
get away with doing
something wrong. (E)
5. Students in this school
are not allowed to work
by themselves. (A)
25. The teacher usually
checks every student
to make sure everybody
finishes their school-
work. (E)
8. This school is a place
in which the ideas of
students are not impor-
tant. (I)
16. Students in this school
have a chance to help
plan some of their
schoolwork. (I)
11. Students in this school
have many books and
other materials to help
them learn. (0)
9. Students are seldom
asked to do something
for the school. (I)
17. Many of the students
in this school do not
like the rules. (M)
4. If students are unhappy
in this school, the
teacher will ask them
about it. (H)
(8)
Do you take field trips
to interesting places?
(9)
Do some children get
away with doing things
that are wrong?
(10) Do you children always
wait for the teacher to
tell you what to do -
instead of trying to do
some things by your-
self?
(11) Does your teacher check
every one of you to
make sure you finish
ypur work?
(12)
Do you children speak
up and say so when you
have a good idea?
(13) Do you children some-
times plan for your-
self what you're going
to do in school?
(14) Do you think that the
children in this school
should have more
library books to read?
(15) Do you wish you could
help to write things on
the chalkboard more
often?
(16) Do lots of the rules in
this school make you
unhappy?
(17) When you children are
feeling unhappy, does
your teacher try to
help you?
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3. Students in this school
are very quick to tell
the teacher about things
that should be changed.
(A)
27. It is hard for some
students to get the
teacher to like them.
(E)
12. Students think that
most things about this
school are just fine.
(M)
(18)
Do you always tell the
teacher right away when
something is wrong?
(19) Do the children in this
school have a hard time
getting the teacher to
like them?
(20) Do the children here
like this school?
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and reliability of the two 42-item instruments are
irrelevant in a discussion of validity and reliability
estimation of the oral form. An attempt at improving
the instrument s content validity was made, however.
Suggestions for item changes were obtained from a
specialist in elementary education and psychology, from
curriculum specialists associated with the Center for
Curriculum Studies, and from the teacher and her aide in
the pilot school where the field testing of the
instrument was conducted. Item changes were made based
on the opinions of these reviewers and on the field test.
The field testing of the oral form of the
instrument was conducted in a one-room school which had
not been included in the random sampling of eligible
schools because it does not meet the state's criteria for
one-room schools due to its limited grade range (1-4).
The investigator explained the procedure that would be
followed and distributed the response sheets. The survey
items were read to the children from prepared cards.
Because the purpose of the field-testing was to discover
parts of the instrument needing clarification or
improvement, the students were encouraged to interrupt
with questions or comments. The session was
audio-recorded for later review by the investigator. As
a means of determining whether the 20-item instrument
would prove to be too tiring, the children were asked if
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they wished to continue when item 10 had been reached,
and again at item 15. At each interruption, a unanimous
yes indicated that the length of the instrument was not
a concern.
Following the formal testing procedure, children
were invited to discuss the procedure and individual
items with the investigator. This session was also
audio-recorded for later review. As a result of the
field-testing, twenty items that make up the Oral Form
were found to be understood by the students, and the
response that was redesigned to simplify the reporting of
student perception.
Although some work was done to improve the oral
form, construct validity has not been established, and
any resulting data must be treated with a low level of
confidence. The Rural School Environment Survey: Form
0 is presented in appendix E.
Parent/teacher attitudinal questionnaire
. A 20-item
questionnaire was developed to obtain data to accomplish
Objective 2 of the study: to determine the perceptions
of teachers and parents regarding learning environments
in the sampled schools. The items for the questionnaire,
designed to measure attitudes about significant school
concerns from the perspective of both lay people and
professional educators, were taken almost exclusively
from the 1980 "Public's Attitudes Toward the Public
Schools" survey conducted by -the Gallup Poll.
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The Gallup education polls are "an established
source of reliable information concerning trends in
opinion about significant school questions. They alert
decision makers to overall public reaction to a variety
of school programs and policies. And they serve as a
national benchmark against which local attitudes may be
measured. "95 The poll which served as the basis for the
parent/teacher questionnaire, the 12th annual education
poll, surveyed 1,547 adults in all areas of the United
States during the period May 1, 1980 - May 8, 1980.
Of the 25 items in the Gallup education poll,
five items were not included in the parent/teacher
questionnaire. These items were concerned with:
• early graduation for high school students
• helping students get jobs
• permitting teachers to strike
• requiring non-union members to pay
union dues
• one-year internships for teachers
The 20 items which were used received only minor
modifications, such as replacing the phrase "the public
schools in this community" with the words "this school.
"
Three items were added to the attitude survey.
These items concerned: citizenship education (Item 17),
school weaknesses (Item 20, Part B), and school strengths
( Item 20
,
Part C )
.
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Other additions to the survey were an added
choice (multi-age grouping) in a question regarding ways
of improving education in the community (Item 1) and an
added choice (community education) in a question
regarding educational priorities (Item 9). The
parent/teacher questionnaire, entitled "What Do You Think
Of Your One-Room School," is presented in appendix F.
Teacher questionnaire
. A second survey instrument, a
20-item citizenship education questionnaire, also
provided data to accomplish the third objective of the
study and was completed by the teacher of each school.
The questionnaire items were based on the six objectives
of the second assessment of citizenship, 1975-76, by the
National Assessment of Educational Progress, 96 and on the
seven elements of citizenship competence as defined by
the ESEA-supported Citizenship Education Project of
1979-80.^7 The structure of the survey instrument was
patterned after the outline around which the members of
the Citizenship Education Project organized their
ob jectives
.
Teachers involved in the present study were asked
to indicate how well prepared their students were, upon
leaving the one-room school, in these seven areas of
citizenship education:
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• social and political participation
• everyday law
• everyday economics
• interpersonal and intergroup relations
• resolving issues and solving problems
• constitutional principles and basic values
• American government
The citizenship education questionnaire is presented in
appendix G.
Observation instrument
. A three-part observation instru-
ment was developed for use by the investigator during
on-site observations in the schools. This instrument
provided data to accomplish the final two objectives: to
describe the organization of instructional settings
within the sampled schools as related to time and space,
and to describe the nature of student interactions that
are likely to foster or hinder the instructional process
within the sampled schools. The emphases of the observa-
tion schedule were: 1) the composition and configuration
of learning groups, 2) the allocation and monitoring of
time, and 3) interactions of students. Each of the three
sections of the observation instrument is described below
and presented in appendix H.
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Observation, part 1 ; composition/conf iquration of
learning groups
. This section of the observation instru-
ment was concerned with group configurations and provided
a space in which the observer could record the variety of
settings or patterns being observed. When
leader, follower, and participant roles changed during
the observation periods, this information would be
indicated below the sketches of the interaction patterns
observed. Following the on-site observation, the inter-
action patterns would be reviewed and classified in one
of the following organizational categories:
• the learner alone
• the learner with a facilitator or leader
only
• the learner with a learning partner
• the learner within a small group
• the entire (school) group of learners
• groups with numbers unspecified
Detailed descriptions of these six organizational cate-
gories are presented in appendix I.
Observation, part 2: allocation and monitoring
of time . The second section of the observation instru-
ment is concerned with instructional time. Based on the
theories of Carroll^8 and Bloom99 regarding time avail-
able for learning and time-on-task, this section of the
instrument enables the researcher to record:
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• how time is allocated, and by whom
• how time is monitored, and by whom
• not only whether available time seems
sufficient and length of time spent on-task
seems adequate, but also whether time is
self-imposed, flexible and unpressured
The five time designations in part 2 are unlimited time,
monitored time, time reminders, time pressure, and time
pressure with penalty. These designations were defined
in the following ways by the investigator.
1. unlimited time: students record their
progress on individual assignment sheets
at the end of each day, as a guide for
the next day's work; little monitoring
2. monitored time: time is self-imposed,
but students are individually monitored
and encouraged to meet their self-imposed
time commitments
3. time-reminders: students are reminded to
be aware of the time; available time is
important but not inflexible
4. time pressure: students are arbitrarily
reminded and pressured to "finish on
time"; available time dictates what is to
accomplished
5. time pressure with penalty: students are
pressured to "finish on time," and
admonished or penalized if they do not
Observation, part 3: student interactions . This
section of the instrument was designed as a 5-item,
Leikert-style form on which the observer could notate,
quickly and unobtrusively, interactions among students as
they occurred within the school. Each item provided a
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five-point scale ranging from a "positive" to a
"negative" situation, or from a situation in which
student— student interactions are obvious to a situation
in which they are nonexistent. An attempt was made to
design the scale-s to indicate the presence or absence of
the three types of goal structures as defined by Johnson
and Johnson: 100
• Cooperative - students perceive they can
attain their goal only if others with whom
they are working attain theirs
• Competitive - students perceive they can
attain their goal only if others, with whom
they are competing, fail to attain theirs
• Individualistic - the student's attainment
of the goal is unrelated to achievement of
the goal by others
The type of goal structure, or interdependence existing
among students, will determine ways in which they will
interact. The content of this part of the observation
schedule is concerned with the extent to which students
interact with other students, the frequency with which
these interactions happen, the kinds of interaction
patterns or group configurations that prevail, the degree
to which students are attentive to others within the
instructional setting, and the sources of help which they
seek out as they work to accomplish their instructional
goals
.
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The reports resulting from the findings of the
observation instrument have limited generalizability for
at least two reasons. First, although the data were
gathered by a single observer, unknown bias undoubtedly
was introduced due to selective perception, as well as
impact on the group, of the observer. Second, the
sampling of observations within the schools under study
was, necessarily, limited, as was the length of time
which the researcher was able to devote to actually
observing in each school. It is believed, however, that
because first-hand behavioral information was important
to the study and, more particularly, to the accomplish-
ment of two of the research objectives, participant
observation was required. The observational techniques
used provided a means of examining complex relationships
and interactions within small (school) groups. Although
human relationships and interactions do not lend
themselves easily to quantitative analysis, the
instrument resulted in useful information not readily
obtainable through conventional surveys.
Collection of Data
The procedures for collecting data in support of
the four research objectives of the study will be
presented here.
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A personal visit by the researcher was scheduled
at each of the 14 schools in the survey. All data for
the study were collected on-site, either by the
researcher on the day of the visit to the school, or by
the teacher who then forwarded response sheets to the
researcher
.
Arrival at each school was planned for 12:00 noon
to allow for informal conversation with the teacher and
the children during their lunch period.
The first twenty minutes of the afternoon session
were devoted to observation by the researcher. Notes
were recorded on the observation schedules. During this
first observation period, there was no attempt to communi-
cate with students or otherwise interrupt business-as-
usual. The researcher remained in one location in the
back of the room, presenting an appearance of busily
getting organized.
Following the observation period, the researcher
was introduced to the students and the administration of
the perceptual questionnaire was begun. In most
instances, all children listened to the explanation of
the purpose of the survey and the procedure to be
followed as a group. As the older children began the
completion of their response booklets, the researcher sat
with the younger children in another section of the room
to administer the oral form of the instrument. The
92
response sheets accompanying the oral form required that
the respondents color-in circles or squares with crayon
to indicate a response of "yes" or "no", whereas the
older students responded in test booklets by placing a
check mark within a circle to indicate a "true" or
"false" choice. (Due to the non-graded nature of the
schools involved, each teacher reviewed the written items
prior to the distribution of response booklets and
specified which children were capable of working with the
written form of the RSES. This procedure resulted in the
completion of the written form by several younger
children with advanced reading levels.
)
Response sheets and booklets were collected from
all students at the completion of the administration of
the survey instruments. Several teachers also completed
their questionnaires on the day of the researcher's visit
to the school, and these questionnaires were collected
with the student questionnaires. (Those teachers who did
not complete their response sheets mailed them to the
researcher at a later date.
)
When booklets and response sheets had been
collected, a child from each household was designated to
deliver the parent questionnaire. The students then
continued with their usual afternoon routine. The
researcher remained in the room, participating in
activities when invited or, when appropriate, talking
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with children about the activity they were involved in.
Approximately thirty minutes prior to the children's
departure for the day, another formal observation was
made and notes were again recorded on the observation
sheets.
The packet taken home to parents included these
materials
:
• a cover memo, explaining the purpose of the
survey and informing them that additional
questionnaires were available from their
children's teacher if they preferred to
submit individual response sheets (rather
than responding to items jointly)
• the survey questions, printed on white
paper
• the response sheets, printed on blue paper
• a checklist, printed on blue paper,
requesting general information about their
children, such as how many they had in
school, what grades they were in, how many
years they had attained, etc.
• a blank envelope for returning all blue
sheets to the school, sealed and unsigned
Samples of the materials are included in appendix J.
Each teacher was provided with a large manila
envelope addressed to the researcher for forwarding the
parent response sheets. Upon receipt of the envelopes,
checks were mailed to the teachers reimbursing them for
postage charges. Ten of the envelopes were received by
the researcher according to procedure and in a timely
manner. Four envelopes were misdirected or otherwise
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mishandled by mail services and arrived six weeks after
the bulk of the mailings had been received.
In summary, this chapter described the procedures
used to select the sample of 14 one-room schools and the
processes involved in the development of five research
instruments. Pilot studies conducted in two schools were
described, as well as the subsequent revision of the
research instruments. Finally, the chapter described the
procedure for collecting data from 181 student respon-
dents, 98 parent respondents, and 14 teacher respondents.
The next chapter presents the analysis of data
obtained from the four research instruments designed for
the study, and reports the findings which point to the
accomplishment of each of the research objectives.
CHAPTER IV
DATA ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS
This chapter describes the analysis and findings
of data collected about learning environments of the
sampled one-room schools. The data included perceptual
data from students, their teachers, and parents, and
observational data recorded by the researcher on-site.
Student perceptual data were collected across six
selected variables. Teacher and parent perceptual data
were collected regarding seven aspects of the one-room
school as a learning environment for children. Classroom
observations provided data across three variables of
instructional organization.
Specifically, research findings presented here
are related to the study's four major research objectives
and are addressed in this sequence:
1. to determine the perceptions of children in
one-room schools regarding learning condi-
tions in their schools;
2. to determine the perceptions of teachers and
parents regarding one-room schools as learn-
ing environments;
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3. to describe the organization of instructional
settings within the sampled schools; and
4. to describe the nature of student
interactions within instructional settings
of the sampled schools.
Perceptions of Children
Regarding Learning Conditions
To accomplish Objective 1: to determine the
perceptions of children in one-room schools regarding
learning conditions in their schools, responses collected
with the RSES (Rural School Environment Survey) were
compiled and scored. Four types of data were generated
by the survey instrument: individual student scores,
item scores, school scores, and variable scores.
Variable scores for the RSES were obtained by
application of the 66+33“ method of scoring, a technique
used previously by Pace 101 in his studies of environments
in institutions of higher education, and by Sinclair and
his associates!^ i n their studies of elementary and
secondary school characteristics. The scoring technique
was more recently used by Ghory!^! in his investigations
of alternative secondary schools. Survey items which
were scored in the keyed direction by 66 percent or more
of the students were assigned a factor of + 1, indicating
strong agreement among students as to the presence of
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that environmental condition within the school. A survey
item scored in the keyed direction by less than 33
percent was assigned a factor of “1
,
indicating strong
agreement as to the absence of that particular
environmental condition within the school. Other items
were assigned a factor of 0. A constant factor of + 7 was
added to each score to eliminate any possibility of
negative numbers. The item scores were then summed to
produce the variable score. The 66+33“ method of
scoring, which presents a two-to-one level of student
consensus in both directions from the keyed response,
indicates the intensity of particular conditions within
school environments as perceived by students.
Data to accomplish Objective 1 are presented in
answer to this sequence of questions:
1 , A. What is the nature of student perceptions
toward each of the variables in the study?
1,B. Which environmental conditions are charac-
teristic of schools scoring highest and
schools scoring lowest on each variable?
1 ,C. Which perceptual items indicated greatest
agreement and greatest disagreement among
the perceptions of all sampled learners?
1 , D. What are the similarities and differences
of learner perceptions in hilltown schools
and in island schools?
98
The findings reported here emphasize data col-
lected with the RSES : Form W (written form) in all
schools
,
with the exception of data from School H. 104
The responses gathered with the RSES: Form 0 (oral form)
are reported only in reference to a composite profile of
variable scores across schools and a ranking of schools
by variable scores. The rationale for a limited
reporting of RSES: Form 0 data is detailed in Chapter
III.
Question 1,A. What is the nature of student perceptions
toward each of the variables in the study? To arrive at
an answer for this question, individual school scores and
variable scores were statistically analyzed to develop
school profiles and environmental variable profiles.
These profiles make possible a determination of the simi-
larity of student perceptions, the distribution of school
scores and variable scores in relation to the mean, and
differences among schools on some environmental dimen-
sions.
School Environment Profiles . The school environ-
ment profiles for individual one-room schools are pres-
ented in figures 2-15. An examination of these school
profiles reveals that there is a considerable amount of
similarity of student perceptions among schools. Similar-
ities are also evident in figure 16 which illustrates the
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PROFILE: SCHOOL A
VARIABLES
Fiq. 2 . Variable scores for School A, RSES: Form W.
(N*7)
100
PROFILE: SCHOOL B
VARIABLES
Fig. 3. Variable scores for School B
( N= 14
)
RSES: Form W.
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PROFILE: SCHOOL C
VARIABLES
Fig. 4. Variable scores for School C, RSES: Form W.
( N— 17
)
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PROFILE: SCHOOL D
VARIABLES
Fig. 5. Variable scores for School D, RSES: Form W.
(N=6)
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PROFILE: SCHOOL E
VARIABLES
Fig. 6. Variable scores for School E, RSES: Form W.
(N=10)
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PROFILE: SCHOOL F
VA R I A BL E S
Fig. 7. Variable scores for School F, RSES: Form W.
(N-9)
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PROFILE: SCHOOL G
VA R I A B L E S
Fig. 8. Variable scores for School G, RSES: Form W.
( N—8)
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PROFILE: SCHOOL H
VA R I A B L E S
Fig. 9. Variable scores for School H, RSES: Form W.
(N=5
)
(Note: The grade range of the five students
in School H is 7-12. Data from this school
is not included with data analyses for all
other schools which have grade ranges of
K-6.
)
PROFILE: SCHOOL I
VA R I A BL E S
Fig. 10. Variable scores for School I, RSES: Form W.
(N=4)
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PROFILE: SCHOOL J
VA R I A B L E S
Fiq. 11. Variable scores for School J, RSES: Form W.
(N=7)
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PROFILE: SCHOOL K
VA R I A BL E S
Fig. 12. Variable scores for School
(N=6)
K RSES : Form W.
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PROFILE: SCHOOL L
VA R I A B L E S
Fig. 13. Variable scores for School L, RSES: Form W.
(N=8)
Ill
PROFILE: SCHOOL M
VA R I A B L E S
Fig. 14. Variable scores for School M, RSES: Form W.
(N-5)
112
PROFILE: SCHOOL N
VA R I A B L E S
Fig. 15. Variable scores for School N, RSES: Form W.
(N=5)
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MEAN PROFILE^ ALL SCHOOLS
ABCDEFGI J KLMN
SCHOOLS
Fig. 16. Distribution of school scores above and below
the mean (10.96). Range: 4.4
114
distribution of individual school scores above and below
the mean of school scores. The scores range from 2.4
points above the mean to 2 . 0 points below the mean. The
school score which is furthest above the mean school
score is 13.0 (School L). The school score at the
greatest distance from the mean in the opposite direction
is 8.6 (School G)
.
Appendix K presents the RSES: Form W school
scores for each variable from all sampled schools which
are the basis of the data presented in the school environ-
ment profiles. RSES: Form 0 school scores for all sam-
pled schools are presented in appendix K, also.
Environmental Variable Profiles . Each school's
variable score for each of the six variables is graphi-
cally presented in figures 17-22. The mean variable score
for each variable is as follows: Autonomy (9.5); Equity
(11.9); Humanism (12.1); Involvement (10.3); Morale (9.8);
and Opportunity (12.2). The environmental variable pro-
files indicate little difference between scores on the
Opportunity, (12.2) and the Humanism (12.1) variables, or
between the variables of Humanism (12.1) and Equity (11.9)
The greatest difference can be seen between Opportunity
(12.2) and Autonomy (9.5) variables, a range of 2.7 points
The relatively narrow range of variable scores suggests a
similarity of student perceptions across schools regarding
VARIABLE: AUTONOMY
ABCDEFGI J KLMN
SCHOOLS
Fig. 17. School scores for the Autonomy variable,
RSES: Form W. (Mean: 9.5)
VARIABLE: EQUITY
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ABCDEFGI JKLMN
SCHOOLS
Fig. 18. School scores for the Equity variable, RSES:
Form W. (Mean: 11.9)
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VARIABLE: HUMANISM
SCHOOLS
Fig. 19. School scores for the Humanism variable,
RSES : Form W. (Mean: 12.1)
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VARIABLE: INVOLVEMENT
14
SCHOOLS
Fig. 20. School scores for the Involvement variable,
RSES : Form W. (Mean: 10.3)
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VARIABLE: MORALE
ABODE F G I J KLMN
SCHOOLS
Fig. 21. School scores for the Morale variable, RSES:
Form W. (Mean : 9.8)
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VARIABLE: OPPORTUNITY
14
SCHOOLS
Fig. 22. School scores for the Opportunity variable,
RSES: Form W. (Mean: 12.2)
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these six environmental dimensions. Variable mean scores
are graphically presented in figure 23.
Summary of the Nature of Student Perceptions
. An
examination of the data gathered to answer Question 1,A
indicates a considerable amount of similarity of student
perceptions
,
both among individual schools and across
schools. The primary means of arriving at this conclusion
was the examination of individual school environment pro-
files and environmental variable profiles. A third indica-
tion of similarity of perceptions resulted from the plot-
ting of distributions of school scores and variable scores
in relation to the mean. This procedure resulted in the
finding that school scores and variable scores tend to
cluster at relatively short distances from the mean in
either direction.
It is anticipated that similarities of student
perceptions to the extent indicated by these finding will
be reflected in the data analyzed in support of Questions
1 , B and 1 ,C
.
Question 1,B Which environmental conditions are charac-
teristic of schools scoring highest and schools scoring
lowest on each variable? To obtain an answer to this
question, student responses to items on RSES: Form W were
examined to determine if schools scoring highest on each
variable were similar to each other and different from
schools scoring lowest on each variable.
ALL- SCHOOL PROFILE
VARIABLE MEAN SCORES
Fig. 23. Environmental variable scores across all
school s , RSES : Form W.
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First, the highest and lowest scoring schools
were identified for each variable. When there were more
schools in the highest scoring group or in the lowest
scoring group, additional schools were selected to create
groups with same numbers of schools for analysis. The
basis for selection of these additional schools was the
school populations, with schools of larger numbers of
students receiving selection priority. Table 12 reports
the schools scoring highest and the schools scoring low-
est on each variable. A rank order of school scores,
from highest to lowest for each of the six variables, is
presented in appendix L. RSES: Form 0 school scores are
presented in appendix L, also.
Next, criteria were established to determine
which items best describe environmental characteristics
of the highest-scoring and the lowest-scoring selected
schools. These criteria specified that an item would not
be considered to be characteristic of a particular school
unless two-thirds or more of the students in the school
responded to the item in the keyed direction. Further,
an item (statement) which is common to both the highest
and the lowest scoring groups would not be considered to
be uniquely characteristic of either high or low scoring
schools
.
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TABLE 12
VARIABLE SCORES FOR HIGHEST AND LOWEST
SCORING SCHOOLS SELECTED FOR ANALYSIS
HIGHEST
SCHOOL/SCORE VARIABLE
LOWEST
SCHOOL/ SCORE
AUTONOMY
D 12
M 11
N 11
B 8
F 8
I 8
EQUITY
F 14
L 14
N 14
K 8
G 10
E 11
HUMANISM
J 14
N 14
M 10
C 11
INVOLVEMENT
F 14
L 14
G 7
A 8
MORALE
L 14
M 13
G 6
C 7
D 14
K 14
L 14
N 14
G 8
I 10
A 11
C 11
OPPORTUNITY
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Seven of the thirteen schools were selected at
least once for the highest scoring group and nine schools
were selected at least once for the lowest scoring group.
Schools N and L were selected four times for the highest
scoring group, i . e.
,
these schools appeared as highest-
scoring schools for four different variables. School G
was selected four times for the lowest scoring group,
appearing lowest for four different variables, and School
C was selected three times for the lowest scoring group,
appearing lowest for three different variables.
Three schools were selected in both highest-
scoring and lowest-scoring categories: Schools F and M
were selected twice as highest-scoring schools and once
as lowest-scoring schools, and School K was selected once
as a highest-scoring school and once as a lowest-scoring
school.
In the following analyses, findings are reported
of items best describing environmental characteristics in
highest or lowest scoring schools for each variable.
Autonomy . There were no items (statements) iden-
tified as being uniquely characteristic of highest scor-
ing schools for the Autonomy variable. (Item 29, in
fact, did not receive a response in the keyed direction
by two-thirds of the students in either the highest scor-
ing schools or the lowest scoring schools, suggesting
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that the schools' learning environments were relatively
weak in at least that environmental dimension.
)
There were also no statements characteristic
of lowest scoring schools identified by the defined
criteria.
Equity
. One statement, item 24, was identified
as being characteristic of top-scoring schools for the
Equity variable:
24. In this school, some students are teacher's
pets and get all the "breaks." (F) (Interpretive
note: At least two-thirds of the students in
top-scoring schools do not perceive the existence
of this condition in their schools.
)
There were no statements identified by the de-
fined criteria as being characteristic of lowest scoring
schools for this variable.
Humanism . There were no statements uniquely char-
acteristic of highest-scoring schools, or of lowest-scor-
ing schools, for the Humanism variable. One statement,
item 10, did not receive a response in the keyed direc-
tion by two-thirds of students in any of the selected
schools, again suggesting that the environmental dimen-
sion measured by that item is not a distinctive one.
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Involvement. Four items characterized schools
scoring highest on the Involvement variable:
13. The teacher does not ask students if they
need extra help with their lessons. (F)
16. Students in this school have a chance to
help plan some of their school work. (T)
19. The teacher in this school invites students
to discuss problems they are having. (T)
21. Students in this school are not asked to
help to make rules. (F)
There were no items characterizing schools scor-
ing lowest on the Involvement variable.
Morale . Two items characterized highest-scoring
schools on the Morale variable:
34. Many students in this school get into
trouble with the teacher. (F)
36. Many students in this school do not behave
while they are on the playground. (F)
Item 17 received no responses in the keyed dir-
ection by two-thirds of the students in any of the selec-
ted schools, as defined by the criteria.
There were no items characterizing lowest-scoring
schools identified by the criteria for the Morale vari-
able .
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Opportunity
. No items uniquely characteristic of
highest-scor ing schools or of lowest-scoring schools were
identified by the defined criteria for the Opportunity
variable.
Summary of Characteristic Environmental Condi-
tions
. Environmental conditions which appear to be char-
acteristic of highest-scoring schools, and seldom in evi-
dence for lowest-scoring schools, include one condition
identified by an Equity statement, four conditions identi-
fied by Involvement statements, and two conditions identi-
fied by Morale statements. A profile of schools in which
these distinctive conditions are present would be likely
to include the following characteristics: Students will
perceive that each of them is treated equally well, and
that the teacher does not give any one child preferential
treatment (Schools F, L, and N) ; students will perceive
that the teacher is helpful and attendant to student prob-
lems while, at the same time, allowing them to take the
initiative in setting academic goals and in making deci-
sions regarding school conduct (Schools F and L); and
students will perceive teacher-student relationships and
student-student relationships to be generally positive
( Schools L and M )
.
It can be concluded from these statements that
the students in highest-scoring schools perceive their
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schools as places where they are allowed to play active
roles and in which their interactions with their teachers
and with other students are generally congenial.
The failure of the defined criteria to identify
any environmental conditions uniquely characteristic of
the lowest-scoring schools, on any of the six variables,
suggests that the reasons for the relatively low scores
of those schools were not necessarily consistent across
schools. Also, this finding presents further evidence of
similarities among the perceptions of children in the
sampled one-room schools, as is reflected in the individ-
ual school profiles (Figures 2-15). This degree of
similarity among schools can also be seen in table 13,
which presents the variable score range for each of the
TABLE 13
RANGE OF RSES : FORM W
VARIABLE SCORES IN SAMPLED SCHOOLS
VARIABLE
HIGHEST
SCORE
LOWEST
SCORE RANGE
Autonomy 12 8 4
Equity 14 8 6
Humanism 14 10 4
Involvement 14 7 7
Morale 14 6 8
Opportunity 14 8 6
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six variables in all schools in the survey. The widest
range of any of the scores is the range of 8 for the
Morale variable. This limited range of scores may also
indicate a relatively high degree of similarity of school
characteristics as perceived by students.
Question 1,C Which perceptual items indicated greatest
agreement and greatest disagreement among the perceptions
of all sampled learners? The ability of items to
discriminate among schools was important in answering
Question l.B, Which environmental conditions are
characteristic of schools scoring highest and schools
scoring lowest on each variable? To answer Question l.C,
however, it is necessary to determine the ability of the
items to establish areas of common agreement among
students based on their perceptions.
Two procedures were followed to establish areas
of agreement. First, individual item scores were summed
across schools and tabulated, by variable, to determine
which items indicated wide-spread agreement or disagree-
ment among students. The results of this analysis, based
on an agreement index of 80%, is presented in table 14.
A review of this data reveals that at least one item for
each of the variables under study was scored in the keyed
direction by 80% or more of students. The Humanism vari-
able generated more areas of common agreement than any
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TABLE 14
SURVEY ITEMS SHOWING 80% AGREEMENT
AMONG ALL STUDENTS (N=106)
ITEM
NO. (VARIABLE) ITEM KEY %
5
15
25
35
1
4
7
14
(A)
(E)
(E)
(E)
(H)
(H)
(H)
(H)
(H)
Students in this school are
not allowed to work by them-
selves .
(F ) 97.2
All students who are caught
doing something wrong in
this school are treated
fairly.
(T) 83.0
The teacher usually checks
every student to make sure
everybody finishes their
schoolwork.
(T ) 81.1
Some students get good grades
in this school by pretending
to like the teacher.
(F ) 82.1
This school encourages stu-
dents to be polite.
(T ) 91.5
If students are unhappy in
this school, the teacher will
ask them about it.
(T ) 82.1
Students in this school enjoy
having many chances to help
other students.
(T) 86.8
The teacher tries very hard (T) 98.1
to help the students in this
school.
The teacher does not give
students a chance to do things
like drawing, painting, sing-
22 .
92.5
813
20
11
23
ing, or playing a musical
instrument
.
(I) This school is a place in (F)
which the ideas of students
are not important.
(I) The teacher does not ask (F)
students if they need extra
help with their lessons.
(M) Many students in this school (T)
enjoy helping each other
with their classwork.
(0) Students in this school have (T)
many books and other materials
to help them learn.
(0) Students in this school some- (T)
times take field trips to
interesting places.
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94.3
80.2
88.7
91.5
93.4
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other variable. Among items, item 14 (Humanism) was
agreed upon by the largest percentage of students (98.1%,
or 104 of 106 students). This item, and items 8, 15, and
35, relate to teacher-student relationships and inter-
actions. Items 7 and 20 relate to student-student inter-
actions. Three items generating student consensus were
related to curriculum and curriculum materials: items
11, 22, and 23. Other items indicating a strength of
agreement are related to instructional setting (items 5,
13, and 25) and school climate (items 1 and 4). A total
number of 14 items, then, generated agreement by at least
80 percent of students across schools.
Another method used to determine student consen-
sus was an examination of individual item scores, by
school, to identify the number of schools in which a
particular item generated student consensus in the keyed
direction. The results of this procedure, using a con-
sensus index of 66 percent, are presented in table 15.
An examination of the data reveals a wide range of
responses across variables, from six items generating
only 25 percent or less student consensus among the
thirteen schools to six items generating 100 percent
student consensus. The range within three variables,
however, is relatively narrow: Equity, range 5—11;
Opportunity, range 7-13; and Humanism, range 9-13 (when
Item 10 is excluded; see discussion below). These
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TABLE 15
NUMBER OF SCHOOLS IN WHICH ITEM GENERATED STUDENT
CONSENSUS (66% or more) IN THE KEYED DIRECTION
ITEM SCHOOLS ITEM - SCHOOLS
NO. N % NO. N %
AUTONOMY EQUITY
3 4 31 15 10 77
5 12 92 24 7 54
6 10 77 25 11 85
29 1 8 27 10 77
30 3 23 32 5 38.5
33 6 46 35 11 85
39 2 15 38 8 61.5
HUMANISM INVOLVEMENT
1 11 85 8 13 100
4 12 92 9 5 38.5
7 13 100 13 10 77
10 0 0 16 4 31
14 13 100 19 8 61.5
22 13 100 21 4 31
40 9 69 28 4 31
MORALE OPPORTUNITY
12 11 85 2 11 85
17 3 23 11 13 100
20 13 100 18 9 100
31 7 100 23 12 92
34 2 15 26 8 61.5
36 2 15 37 10 77
41 8 61.5 42 7 54
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response ranges indicate a relatively high degree of
student consensus in at least these three environmental
dimensions
.
Total consensus is generated by three items with-
in the Humanities variable (items 7, 14, and 22), one
Involvement item (item 8), one Morale item (item 20), and
one Opportunity item (item 11). One item failed to gener-
ate a 66 percent consensus in any of the schools (item
10, Humanism: Students in this school often interrupt
impolitely when someone else is talking). It is interest-
ing to compare this data with the response to item 1,
Humanism: This school encourages students to be polite.
This item appears as one of the ten items showing at
least 80 percent agreement among all students. This
apparent contradiction of student perceptions suggests
that, although students perceive that others are often
impolite, they recognize that the school does concern
itself with this problem and attempts to encourage
courtesy in interpersonal relations.
Table 16 summarizes, in rank order, items gener-
ating student consensus in the keyed direction in at
least 50 percent of the schools in the survey. The
frequency with which each variable appears in this rank-
ing is: Opportunity = f.7; Equity = f.6; Humanism = f.6;
Morale = f.4; Involvement = f.3; and Autonomy = f.2.
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TABLE 16
RANK ORDER OF 28 ITEMS GENERATING STUDENT CONCENSUS
IN AT LEAST 50% OF SCHOOLS IN THE SURVEY
ITEM (VARI-
NO. ABLE)
NO. OF
ITEMS KEY SCHOOLS
7 (H) Students in this school en- (T) 13
joy having many chances to
help other students.
14 (H) The teacher tries very hard (T) 13
to help the students in
this school.
22 (H) The teacher does not give (F) 13
students a chance to do
things like drawing, paint-
ing, singing, or playing a
musical instrument.
8 (I ) This school is a place in (F) 13
which the ideas of students
are not important.
20 (M) Many students in this school (T) 13
enjoy helping each other
with their classwork.
11 (0) Students in this school have (T) 13
many books and other materials
to help them.
5 (A) Students in this school are (F) 12
not allowed to work by them-
selves.
4 (H
)
If students are unhappy in (T) 12
this school, the teacher will
ask them about it.
23 (0 Students in this school some- (T ) 12
times take field trips to
interesting places.
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25 (E) The teacher usually checks
every student to make sure
everybody finished their
schoolwork
.
(T
)
11
35 (E) Some students get good grades
in this school by pretending
to like the teacher.
(F ) 11
1 (H) This school encourages stu-
dents to be polite.
(T ) 11
12 (M) Students think that most
things about this school are
just fine.
(T) 11
2 (0) In this school, there are not
enough exhibits, pictures, and
photographs for students to
look at.
(F ) 11
6 (A) Most students in this school
are afraid to argue for what
they think is right.
(F ) 10
15 (E) All students who are caught
doing something wrong in this
school are treated fairly.
(T) 10
27 (E) It is hard for some students
to get the teacher to like
them.
(F) 10
13 (I ) The teacher does not ask stu-
dents if they need extra help
with their lessons.
(F ) 10
37 (0) The teacher does not often
answer our questions.
(F ) 10
40 (H) Most students in this school
are not encouraged to talk
about such things as poetry,
music, or painting.
(F) 9
18 (0) Sometimes students in this
school are asked to watch
television programs about
(T) 9
38
something they are doing.
19
41
26
24
31
(E) Some students have it easier (F)
than others because the
teacher likes them better.
(I) The teacher in this school (T)
invites students to discuss
problems they are having.
(M) Many of the students are un- (F)
happy about this school.
(0) In this school, students have (T)
many chances to listen to
music
.
(E) In this school, some students (F)
are teacher's pets and get all
the "breaks".
The students work together (T)
like one big fami ly
.
The teacher seldom arranges (F )
for students to use the
library.
8
8
8
8
7
7
42 ( 0 ) 7
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Summary of Agreement and Disagreement of Student
Perceptions
. Question 1,C was concerned with the extent
to which perceptual items indicated agreement or disagree-
ment among the perceptions of students. The two proce-
dures which were followed to arrive at an answer to this
question, the analysis of individual item scores across
schools and the examination of individual item scores by
school, resulted in evidence indicating several areas of
agreement of student perceptions. The areas of agreement
across schools tended toward positive teacher-student
relationships and interactions, and student-student
relationships and interactions. Statements relating to
curriculum and curriculum materials also resulted in
student consensus. A total of 10 items (23 percent of
all items) generated agreement by at least 80 percent of
students across schools.
Findings resulting from an examination of item
scores individually, by school, indicate agreement
strength in the three environmental dimensions of Equity,
Humanism, and Opportunity. Total consensus (100%) was
generated by six different items in four separate vari-
ables .
Finally, a frequency count was completed to
determine the number of items generating consensus in at
least 50 percent of the schools in the survey. This pro-
cedure revealed that Opportunity, Equity, and Humanism
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are the variables most often generating student consen-
sus .
Question 1,D. What are the similarities and differences
of learner perceptions in hilltown and in island schools?
Of the thirteen schools from which data were analyzed to
meet the requirements of Objective 1, eight schools were
located in hilltowns in New England and five schools were
located on islands off the Atlantic coast. Variable
scores from these schools were separated into two groups
for analysis to determine the extent to which children's
perceptions from the hilltown group and the island group
were similar or different. Figure 24 illustrates this
comparison. The mean variable score for each of the six
variables is higher for island schools than for hilltown
schools. The differences range from a slight difference
of .20 for the Humanism variable to a larger difference
of 2.53 for the Morale variable.
A review of variable scores among the highest-
and lowest-scoring schools analyzed for Question 1,B also
reveals differences in favor of island schools. Of the
schools rated as highest-scoring, island schools appeared
eleven times, whereas hilltown schools appeared five
times. Conversely, island schools appeared only four
times as lowest-scoring schools, whereas hilltown schools
appeared twelve times. (Reference, table 12). Schools N
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Fig. 24. Comparison of mean variable scores from
hilltown schools and island schools, RSES:
Form W.
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and L, each of which was selected four times for the
highest-scoring group, are both island schools. Schools
G and C, which were selected four times and three times,
respectively, for the lowest-scoring group, are both
hilltown schools.
Summary of comparisons of hilltown and island
schools . The data resulting from the comparison of
scores in answer to Question 1,D indicate that student
perceptions differ according to the geographic locality
of the two groups of schools being compared. Whether
there is, in fact, a relationship between the two factors
of mean variable scores and geographic location of
schools is unclear and merits further consideration.
Summary of Research Objective 1 . Research Objective 1
was concerned with the perceptions of children in one-
room schools regarding learning conditions in their
schools. Data to accomplish the objective were generated
by the RSES (Rural School Environment Survey). The
survey instrument was scored by application of the 66 + 33“
scoring technique. Data were presented in a sequence of
four subordinate questions. First, the nature of student
perceptions toward each of the variables in the study was
considered. Second, environmental conditions
characteristic of schools scoring highest and schools
scoring lowest on each variable were investigated.
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Third, areas of greatest agreement and greatest
disagreement among learner perceptions were studied.
Finally, hilltown schools and island schools were treated
as two separate categories to determine whether there
were similarities and differences of student perceptions
in each of these groups. The major findings regarding
learner perceptions resulting from these four analyses of
the data are outlined below.
Question 1,A . The nature of student perceptions
appears to be generally similar among individual schools
and across schools. This finding resulted from examina-
tions of individual school environment profiles, environ-
mental variable profiles, and distributions of scores in
relation to the mean. The suggestion was made that if
student perceptions across schools and within schools
were, in fact, as similar as indicated by these examina-
tions of data, the similarities will be reflected in data
analyzed in support of Questions 1,B and 1,C, as well.
Question 1,B . Environmental conditions identi-
fied as being characteristic of highest-scoring schools
include three of the six variables under study: Equity,
Involvement, and Morale. Specifically, highest-scoring
schools seem to have in common teachers who show equit-
able treatment toward all students, who act as a resource
for students and are attendant to student problems, and
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who allow students to assist in setting academic goals
and in making decisions regarding school operations.
Also, highest-scoring schools seem to have in common
students who perceive relationships with their teacher
and with other students to be generally positive.
It was noted that the defined criteria failed to
identify any environmental conditions uniquely character-
istic of the lowest-scoring schools on any of the six
variables. It is suggested that this finding may be due
to inconsistent reasons for student assignment of low
scores to particular schools, resulting in few variable
scores that are markedly "low." Also, this finding may
be further evidence of similarities among learner
perceptions of school characteristics, reinforcing the
findings of Question 1,A.
Question 1,C . Several areas of agreement among
student perceptions were found by analyzing individual
item scores across schools and by examining individual
item scores within schools. The areas of agreement
across schools tended toward positive perceptions of
teacher-student and student-student relationships and
interactions. Each of the six variables under study were
represented by items showing 80 percent agreement among
all students across schools.
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Examination of scores individually by school
revealed tendencies toward agreement strength in the
three environmental conditions of Equity, Humanism, and
Opportunity. A frequency count of items generating
consensus by at least 50 percent of the schools in the
survey also revealed agreement strength in these three
environmental dimensions. Total consensus of agreement
(100%) was generated by six items in the four variables
of Humanism, Involvement, Morale, and Opportunity.
It should be noted that the variable of Autonomy
does not appear in any of these separate analyses as a
variable generating student agreement, with the exception
of the appearance of item 5 in first position (97.2%) in
table 14, Survey Items Showing 80% Agreement Among All
Students
.
Question 1,D . Analysis of variable scores from
the eight hilltown schools and the five island schools
revealed consistently higher mean variable scores by
island schools than by hilltown schools. Also, island
schools appeared more frequently among schools rated as
highest-scoring than did hilltown schools, and island
schools appeared less frequently among schools rated as
lowest-scoring than did hilltown schools. The
consistently different scores of the two groups of
schools imply that the geographic locations of the
schools may have influenced the scores.
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Summarily, learner perceptions regarding learning
conditions in one-room schools were analyzed and reviewed
in this section of Chapter IV. The resultant findings
are an important basis for consideration of perceptions
of teachers and parents, which is the subject of the next
section of this chapter.
Perceptions of Teachers and
Parents Regarding One-Room Schools
Data were provided by an adaptation of the 1980
Gallup poll's attitudinal survey and a citizenship
education questionnaire to accomplish Objective 2: to
determine the perceptions of teachers and parents regard-
ing one-room schools as learning environments. The data
were divided into seven categories for analysis: 1) pri-
orities for schools; 2) problems within schools; 3) cur-
riculum concerns; 4) importance of teaching, schooling,
and adult learning; 5) confidence in public institutions;
6) overall rating of the schools; and 7) perceived
strengths and weaknesses of schools.
Responses of parents and teachers were analyzed
and compared with those of parents responding in the
national Gallup survey and professional educators
responding in a PDK-administered Gallup Poll. The
following two questions were answered by the data to
accomplish Objective 2:
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2, A. What are the similarities and differences
of perceptions, between teacher- and
parent-respondents of the one-room school
survey and teacher- and parent-respondents
in the national survey, regarding a variety
of educational and curricular concerns?
2 , B. What are the similarities and differences
of perceptions of teachers and parents of
one-room schools regarding the weaknesses/
disadvantages and the strengths/ advantages
of one-room schools?
Question 2, A, What are the similarities and differences
of perceptions, between teacher- and parent-respondents
of the one-room school survey and teacher- and parent-
respondents in the national survey, regarding a variety
of educational and curricular concerns? To answer this
question, data from four response groups were tabulated
and compared. The data are reported here in the first
six of the seven listed above.
Category 1. Priorities for schools . Item 1 of
the survey is concerned with ways to improve education.
Specifically, the item lists fourteen suggested variables
which may have a good effect on students' education, and
asks respondents to choose four from the list which they
consider to be particularly important. The one-room
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school survey included an added choice, regarding
multi-age grouping, and respondents were asked to choose
five suggestions from the list. (This addition of one
item to the list of suggestions must be taken into
consideration when interpreting the findings.
)
Findings indicate that there is a considerable
amount of agreement among the four groups of respondents
on this item. Three suggestions—emphasis on basics,
parent/teacher relationships, and teachers/principals who
are interested—were ranked among the top five by all
four groups of respondents. The added choice regarding
multi-age grouping is in 5th position among one-room
teachers and in 7th position among one-room parents.
A noticeable difference of opinion is that of the
ecucators in the national survey who ranked suggestion
F—regarding high goals and expectations— in 6th position.
This suggestion received a relatively low percentage of
responses from each of the other three respondent groups.
Other interesting differences of opinion are the relative-
ly low priority given to "careful check on student prog-
ress" by PDK educators, a suggestion ranked as top pri-
ority by one-room school teachers. Similarly, the sugges-
tion "an orderly but not rigid atmosphere" received a
relatively low priority rating by parents in the national
sample, but was ranked in a top position (5) by one-room
school parents.
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Another approach to looking at educational
priorities is taken in item 9 of the survey, regarding
areas of education which should be given special atten-
tion in the next few years by the federal Department of
Education. In the national survey, respondents were
asked to select five from a list of thirteen areas to be
given attention. Again, an additional choice was
included in the one-room school survey, the choice of
community education/using the community as a resource.
Findings indicate that respondents are agreed in
several areas, particularly regarding basic education,
which is ranked in position 1 by three groups of respon-
dents, and vocational training, which is considered to be
in need of special attention by all four groups of
respondents. An interesting difference of opinion must
be noted, however; not only do the national educators not
rank basic education as being in special need of
attention, but they do not include it as one of their
five choices. Another interesting difference of opinion
is that of national parents regarding the importance of
parent training or helping parents to become more invol-
ved with their children's education. This suggestion was
given a relatively low rating by parents nationally,
whereas the other three respondent groups included it
within their five choices. One-room teachers were the
only respondents to give a high priority to the sugges-
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tion that more opportunities should be provided for
gifted children. Interestingly, they were also the only
group that did not include "developing of IEP's for each
child" among their five choices. Four of the fourteen
suggestions not included among the top five choices by
any of the respondent groups are: better educational use
of television, improving opportunities for women and
minorities, international education including foreign
language training, and pre-school education.
Complete data for items 1 and 9 are presented in
tables 17 and 18.
Category 2. Problems within schools . Item 7
involves some of the more serious behavior problems with
which schools must deal. These include truancy, vandal-
ism, theft, weapons in school, fighting in school,
assault against a teacher, and the use of alcohol and
other drugs on school property. Respondents were asked
to indicate who should deal with each of these problems:
parents, the school, or the courts. (Multiple answers
were accepted. )
Analysis of the data regarding the truancy
problem revealed that all respondents perceive parents as
being the appropriate group to deal with the problem, and
the courts as least appropriate. National educators were
the only group to suggest that the courts be involved to
any great extent (23%).
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TABLE 17
SEVERAL ASPECTS OF EDUCATION CONSIDERED MOST
IMPORTANT BY NATIONAL AND RURAL RESPONDENTS SURVEY
ASPECTS
OF
EDUCATION
1-ROOM
TCHRS.
% RANK
NAT ' L
EDUCRS.
% RANK
1-ROOM
PARENTS
% RANK
NAT' L
PARENTS
% RANK
Advanced
classes for
the gifted
0 5 8 11
Careful
check on
student
progress . . .
69 1 28 65 2 32 5
Emphasis on
basics (read-
ing, writing)
62 3 45 4 62 3 52 1
Extracurricu- 0
lar activities
- 8 2 — 7
Good parent/
teacher re-
lationships
62 4 47 3 60 4 42 4
High goals
and expec-
tations
15 “* 41 14 17
Multi-age
grouping
62 5 (N/A) 44 — (N/A)
An orderly
but not rigid
atmosphere
62 6 43 5 59 5 28
Small
classes
15 - 13 23 — 28
Special 8 - 7 9 21
classes for
handicapped
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Successful
athletic
teams
0 1.5 2 5
Teachers
,
principals
personally
interested
69 2 61 1 81 1 48
Useful
materials
,
adequate
supplies
31 30 22 27
Well-educa-
ted teachers,
principals
54 55 2 47 6 48
Wide variety
of vocational
courses
0 18 — 7 19
Don't know 0 0 - 0 - 4
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TABLE 18
AREAS OF EDUCATION PERCEIVED TO BE IN MOST NEED OF
SPECIAL ATTENTION FROM FEDERAL DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
AREA
OF
EDUCATION
1-ROOM
TCHRS.
N=13
% RANK
NAT' L
EDUCRS
.
% RANK
1-ROOM
PARENTS
N=9
1
% RANK
NAT ' L
GALLUP
PARENTS
% RANK
A. Basic educa-
tion (read-
ing, writing,
arithmetic
)
69 1 19 80 1 72 1
B. Better educa-
tional use of
television
15 18 10 21
C. Community
education
( community
as resource)
54 3 (N/A) 38 5 ( N/A)
D. Developing
IEP's for
each child
31 33 5 38 5 38 5
E. Helping more
students ob-
tain coll,
ed
.
15 12 29 38 6
F. Helping stu-
dents choose
carers
46 4 27 45 4 44 4
G. Improving
oppor. for
women, minor-
ities
8 18 7 17
H. Improving 23 71 1 45 4 50 3
teacher
training
,
education
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I. Internation-
al edu. incl.
foreign lang.
23 24 19 20
J. Life-long
learning
(cont. ed-
ucation )
31 57 3 16 21
K. Parent
training
( parent
involvement
.
.
69
)
2 62 2 59 3 37
L. Pre-school
education
31 - 23 - 15 21
M. Providing 46 5 22 — 20 26
more oppor.
for gifted
child
N. Vocational 46 6 39 4 63 2 57
training
(for jobs)
2
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The problem of vandalism is considered a problem
to be dealt with by the schools by both one-room teachers
and one-room parents, whereas teachers and parents nation-
ally saw it as a concern to be handled by parents.
Again, the majority (76%) of national educators consider
vandalism a problem for the courts.
There appears to be a considerable disagreement
regarding responsibility for dealing with the problem of
bringing weapons to school. One-room parents perceive
this as a problem to be dealt with by themselves, whereas
national educators consider the courts as the appropriate
group, with parents as least accountable. Also, one-room
teachers perceive parents as being least accountable, and
national parents see schools as being least accountable
for dealing with the problem.
All four respondent groups are in agreement to a
large degree that the school should deal with the problem
of in-school fighting. One-room teachers are in unani-
mous agreement on this issue. Assault against a teacher
is also considered by all groups to be a matter for the
school to handle.
The problem of alcohol and drug use on school
property is seen as primarily a responsibility for the
school by both teacher groups and by the national parent
group. One-room parents, however, see themselves as
being primarily responsible for handling this problem.
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Finally, the problem of theft should be dealt
with by the schools in the opinion of all groups except
one-room parents who, again, perceive this to be a
parental matter.
In concluding this discussion of problems within
schools, it should be noted that all of the four
respondent groups believe that most of these problems
should be dealt with by parents or by the school, or by a
combination of parents and school. Of the four groups,
national educators would involve the courts in more areas
than the other groups. Problems considered to be within
the domain of the courts by over 50 percent of the respon-
dents are vandalism, possession of weapons, assault, and
alcohol use. Truancy is the only one of the seven prob-
lems which one-room teachers perceive to be the domain of
someone other than themselves, i.e., the school. Similar-
ly, the one-room parents consider themselves to be primar-
ily responsible for handling problems of truancy, weapons
in school, alcohol on school property, and theft. Rural
teachers and parents would involve the courts in these
problems to a relatively small degree.
Table 19 presents a breakdown of the data for
item 7 for each of the four respondent groups.
Another approach to looking at problems within
schools is taken in item 20A. This is an open-ended
question, giving respondents an opportunity to list an
157
TABLE 19
NATIONAL AND RURAL OPINION AS TO WHO SHOULD
DEAL WITH STUDENT BEHAVIOR PROBLEMS
PROBLEMS
1-RM
PROF
%
NAT' L
PROF
%
1-RM
PARENTS
%
NAT' L
PARENTS
%
TRUANCY
Parents 69 91 86 76
Schools 62 81 54 42
Courts 0 23 01 08
VANDALISM
Parents 54 74 50 47
Schools 62 66 62 39
Courts 46 76 42 46
WEAPONS
Parents 46 59 64 48
Schools 54 63 52 39
Courts 54 81 36 51
FIGHTING
Parents 31 73 47 49
Schools 100 95 92 77
Courts 0 14 01 09
ASSAULT
Parents 54 61 68 57
Schools 77 77 75 58
Courts 23 76 11 35
ALCOHOL
Parents 54 72 67 49
Schools 69 84 62 57
Courts 38 57 29 31
THEFT
Parents 46 75 71 55
Schools 92 86 68 59
Courts 08 50 20 27
158
unlimited number of problems. Of particular interest is
the fact that none of the five problems listed most
frequently by respondents in the national survey is
considered to be a major problem by rural respondents.
Also, none of the problems discussed in item 7, above, is
considered to be a major concern in one-room schools.
One area of agreement among rural teachers and educators
nationally involves a concern about limited parent
involvement in the schools. A second area of agreement
among teachers is a concern about school closings, due
either to decreasing enrollments (nationally) or to
consolidation efforts (rural areas). An interesting
difference of opinion among the two groups of parents
involves the problem of school size: nationally, parents
are concerned that their school populations are too
large, resulting in too many students in too many
classes, while rural parents complain that school
populations are too small, limiting opportunities for
competition, peer-grouping, and instructional activities
requiring larger numbers of students. At least 50
percent of rural parents and 21 percent of rural teachers
indicated that there are no problems in their schools,
whereas only 6 percent of parents nationally (and no
educators) indicated a lack of problems.
159
Table 20 lists the top-rated problem areas for
each of the four respondent groups for item 20A.
Category 3. Curriculum concerns
. A variety of
curriculum concerns were addressed in the survey in Items
2, 3 , 4, 5 , 6, 8, 10, 11, and 12. These nine items will
be discussed in sequence.
Item 2 considers who should have the greatest
influence over what is taught in the school. Choices
include the federal government, the state government, or
the local school board. (Respondents were allowed only
one choice. ) Findings indicate that all respondents feel
very strongly ( 7 0% — 85% ) that the local school board
should exercise the greatest influence on school
curriculum.
Items 3 and 4 of the survey are concerned with
the question of adequate basic education, i.e., do the
community's public schools give enough attention to the
areas of arithmetic, reading, and writing. Nationally,
educators think that the schools are giving enough
attention to basic education (57%), but parents do not
(61%). In the survey's rural communities, however, the
majority of both one-room teachers and one-room parents
believe that the public school district is giving this
area adequate attention. It should be noted that
relatively large percentages of each rural group (38
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TABLE 20
PROBLEMS OF MOST CONCERN
TO TEACHERS AND PARENTS OF
PUBLIC SCHOOL CHILDREN
RESPONDENTS
RANK
RURAL
TEACHERS
NAT ' L
EDUCATORS
RURAL
PARENTS
NAT ' L
PARENTS
1 Limited
opportun-
ities for
large
group
activities
Limited
financial
support
Limited
opportun-
ities for
peer-
grouping
Lack of
self-
discipline
2 Limited
special
subject
facilities
,
materials
Lack of
self
-
di scipline
Limited
play-
ground
facilities,
athletic
equipment
Use of
drugs
,
alcohol
3 Limited
parent
involve-
ment
,
interest
Limited
parent
involve-
ment
,
interest
Fear of
school
closing
Lack of
proper
financial
support
4 Limited
community
support
Students
'
lack of
interest
Teacher-
student
ratio, and
too few
aides
Poor
curri-
culum/
standards
5 Fear of
school
closing
Use of
drugs
,
alcohol
Teacher
burn-out:
too little
assistance
Integra-
tion/busing
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percent of teachers and 21 percent of parents) responded
"don't know."
Item 3, which asks the same question as item 4
but specifies "local one-room school," is an addition to
the survey. Both rural teachers (100%) and rural parents
(76%) responded "yes" to this item.
Item 5 investigates the extent to which schools
should keep parents informed of their children's program
and progress. Responses indicate that all four groups of
respondents agree very strongly that parents should be
invited to meet with school personnel prior to each
school semester to discuss the student's program and
progress. The range of "yes" responses was from 78
percent to 85 percent in favor of this idea.
Item 6 of the survey asks respondents whether
they would oppose or favor an ungraded curriculum in
their local schools, allowing students to progress
through their school careers without regard to grade
levels. One-room school teachers (85%) and national
educators (72%) responded "yes." The response to this
item by national and rural parents was almost identical,
with 61 percent (and 60%) responding "yes" and 34 percent
(and 35%) responding "no." The remaining 5 percent
responded "no opinion.
"
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Item 8 concerns instruction in the schools that
^s^l with morals or moral behavior. Respondents
were asked to indicate whether they would favor or oppose
such instruction as part of the curriculum. The
responses to this item indicate a strong agreement in
favor of this kind of instruction, with response
percentages ranging from 74 percent to 85 percent in
favor.
Bilingual education is the subject of item 10.
Respondents were asked whether non-English-speaking
children should be required to attend special classes to
learn English before being enrolled in public schools.
Nationally, both parents and educators are in favor of
this idea (83% and 66%), as are one-room school parents
(71%). One-room teachers, however, are not as certain,
with 31 percent responding "yes," 46 percent responding
"no," and 23 percent indicating "don't know." (According
to Gallup poll reports, this suggestion received
overwhelming approval from all major ethnic groups in the
population surveyed.
)
Item 11 questioned whether students should spend
more time than they now do learning about other nations
in the world. Three responses were possible in the
national survey: should spend more time, spend enough
time now, or don't know. An additional choice, "should
spend less time," was included in the rural school survey.
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Findings indicate that educators are in agreement that
more time should be spent in this curriculum area, and
national parents are evenly divided in their opinions.
One-room parents, however, are strongly agreed (63%) that
enough time is spent in this area now and that, in fact,
perhaps less time should be spent (4%).
Finally, item 12 considers the growing concern
for children from one—parent families. Three proposals
for dealing with the special needs of these children were
presented, each with three response choices: good idea,
poor idea, or don't know. Proposal 1 was to make school
personnel available for evening counseling with single
parents whose children were having difficulty, if the
parent worked during regular school hours. Findings
revealed considerable agreement among all four respondent
groups that this proposal is a good idea. The second
proposal was to require specialized training for teachers
to prepare them to deal with these children's needs.
Again, there appears to be strong agreement that this is
a good idea, although the overall percentage of positive
responses is not as large as that for proposal 1 (73% as
compared with 82%). The group of national educators was
least in favor of the idea, with 36 percent indicating
"poor idea." Proposal 3 was to provide more activities
at school during after-school hours rather than requiring
children to go home to an empty house. Nationally,
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educators and parents were very much in favor of this
proposal
,
but rural parents (41%) thought this to be a
poor idea. Rural teachers (31%) responded "don't know,"
perhaps indicating a concern as to the implications of
the plan for them personally, since they are the only
full-time professions within the schools.
Table 21 presents a summary of the data discussed
above for the nine items regarding various curriculum
concerns
.
Finally, an additional item was included in the
rural survey to investigate the extent to which parents
and teachers believe that their one-room schools provide
adequate citizenship education. This item, item 17,
offered three response choices: very well prepared (in
citizenship education), well prepared, and not well
prepared. Findings indicate that 77 percent of rural
teachers consider students to be well prepared in this
aspect of the curriculum, as do 56 percent of rural
parents. Another 15 percent of teachers and 24 percent
of parents perceive them to be very well prepared.
Overall, most rural teachers (92%) and many rural parents
(80%) in the survey think that children from one-room
schools are at least well prepared in citizenship
education.
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TABLE 21
NATIONAL AND RURAL OPINION REGARDING
VARIOUS CURRICULAR CONCERNS
1-ROOM NAT' L 1-ROOM NAT' L
TCHRS. EDUCRS
.
PARENTS PARENTS
ITEMS % % % %
2 - CURR. CONTROL
Federal 0 03 04.5 08
State 15 18 12.5 15
Local 85 72 74.0 70
Don ' t know — 04 8.0 07
3 - 1-ROOM SCHOOLS
Yes 100 (N/A) 76 (N/A
No 0 (N/A) 20 (N/A
4 - SCHOOL DISTRICT
Yes 62 57 43 34
No 0 41 35 61
Don ' t know 38 02 21 05
5 - PARENT INVOLVEMENT
Yes 85 80 78 83
No 7.5 15 10 14
Don ' t know 7.5 05 04 03
6 - NON-GRADED
Yes 85 72 61 60
No 0 25 34 35
No opinion 15 03 05 05
8 - MORALS
Yes 85 78 74 84
No 15 13 12 12
No opinion 0 08 13 04
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10 - BILINGUAL
11 -
12 -
12A.
12B.
12C.
Yes 31 66 71 83
No 46 25 16 13
Don ' t know 23 09 13 04
INTERNATIONAL
More 69 59 25 45
Enough 31 33 63 46
Less 0 (N/A) 04 (N/A)
Don ' t know
1-PARENT FAMILY
0 08 07 09
Good 77 84 84 85
Poor 15 16 08 12
Don ' t know 08 0 08 03
Good 77 60 72 83
Poor 23 36 18 13
D,on ' t know 0 04 10 04
Good 46 75 45 70
Poor 23 16 41 26
Don ' t know 31 08 14 04
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This item was expanded into a 20-item citizenship
education questionnaire which was completed by rural
teachers in the survey. Seven dimensions of citizenship
education were rated using the same three-point rating
scale as was used in item 17. Data from this instrument
reveal that rural teachers perceive that their students
are either very well prepared or well prepared in most
aspects of citizenship education when they leave the
rural school. The one notable exception is in the area
of everyday law, a dimension of citizenship education
which includes an understanding of the basics of due
process, criminal law, and civil/consumer law. Students
are considered "not well prepared" in this area by 58
percent of respondents. They are considered to be best
prepared in their abilities in interpersonal and
intergroup relations, and very well prepared in
understanding the importance of social and political
participation, and ability to resolve issues and solve
problems
.
Table 22 summarizes the data from the citizenship
education questionnaire.
Category 4. Importance of teaching, schooling,
and adult learning . Items 13, 14, and 18 elicited
information regarding the importance of the three
educational dimensions of teaching as a profession,
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TABLE 22
EXTENT TO WHICH STUDENTS ARE PREPARED
IN CITIZENSHIP EDUCATION ACCORDING
TO RURAL SCHOOL TEACHERS
DIMENSION OF RATINGS
CITIZENSHIP EDUCATION VERY WELL WELL NOT WELL
A. Social and political 38%
participation incl.
individual action/
membership
B. Everyday law, incl. due 11%
process criminal/civil/
consumer law
C. Everyday economics, incl. 17%
consumer choice, career
choice
D. Interpersonal/intergroup 44%
relations: understanding
of self, others
E. Resolving issues/solving 21%
problems incl. ability
to apply techniques
F. Constitutional principles 14%
and civil/civic rights,
responsibilities
G. American government, 14%
incl. history, function-
ing, concerns, personal
ability to influence
54% 08%
31% 58%
55% 28%
53% 03%
71% 08%
61% 25%
65% 21%
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schooling, and adult learning. When asked if they would
like to have their own child join the teaching profession
within the public school system (item 13), national
groups indicated the strongest approval: educators, 49
percent and parents, 56 percent. One-room teachers were
the least positive in responding to this question, with
nearly half (46%) indicating "no." Also, a relatively
large percentage of both one-room teachers and parents
were undecided (31% and 29%, respectively).
In response to item 14, which inquired whether
respondents considered schooling to be extremely
important, important, or not important, 92 percent of
rural teachers and 85 percent of national parents
responded "extremely important." National educators and
rural parents are also agreed (75%) that schooling is
"extremely important.
"
Finally, the response to item 18 pertaining to
adult education courses reveals that national educators
have taken an adult education course more recently than
any other group. Conversely, however, rural parents have
taken adult education courses more recently than have
parents nationally.
Table 23 summarizes data reported above for items
13, 14, and 18.
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TABLE 23
NATIONAL AND RURAL OPINION REGARDING
TEACHING
,
SCHOOLING, ADULT LEARNING
1-ROOM NAT' L 1-ROOM NAT ' L
TCHRS. EDUCRS. PARENTS PARENTS
ITEM NO. % % % %
13 - TEACHING AS
A PROFESSION
Yes 23 49 37 56
No 46 39 33 35
Don '
t
know 31 12 29 09
14 - IMPORTANCE OF
SCHOOLS
Extremely so 92 75 75 85
Important 08 23 24 13
Not important 0 02 0 02
Don ' know 0 0 01 0
18 - ADULT EDUCATION
Yes 46 54.5 39 31
No 54 45.5 57 69
Don '
t
know 0 0 02 0
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Category 5. Confidence in public institutions.
Item 15 was included in the survey to determine how much
confidence respondents have in the ability of American
institutions
,
including the public schools, to serve the
public's needs. The other institutions included in the
item are the church, the courts, local government, state
government, national government, labor unions, and big
business. The response choices were: a great deal (of
confidence), a fair amount, and very little. Findings
reveal that, when compared with their confidence in other
American institutions, all groups of respondents have a
large degree of confidence in the schools. (Only three
respondent-groups are reported; data were not available
for this item from the national survey of educators.
)
Parents from both rural and national groups have most
confidence in the church (42%), but the public schools
rank second with a response range of 26 percent to 33
percent (much confidence) and 46 percent to 63 percent
(some confidence). A comparison of rural-teacher
responses with rural-parent responses reveals some
interesting differences of opinion, including the amount
of confidence in the courts and in national government,
two institutions in which teachers appear to have much
more confidence than do parents. Conversely, rural par-
ents appear to have more confidence in labor unions and
big business than do rural teachers. The two parent groups,
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however, have very similar opinions regarding most of the
institutions named, with the exception of the courts, an
institution in which parents in the national group appear
to have more confidence than rural parents. Data for
Category 5 are summarized in table 24.
Category 6. Overall rating of schools
. Item 19
asks respondents to rate the public schools in their
communities with scores of A, B, C, D, or Fail to denote
the schools' quality. Findings indicate that parents in
the national group give the public schools the lowest
rating, with only 35 percent of the respondents assigning
an A or B score, as compared with 76 percent of rural
parents assigning these higher scores. All rural
teachers rated their schools either A or B, and 61
percent of teachers nationally gave public schools these
two highest ratings. An A rating was given rural schools
by 66 percent of all rural respondents. Nationally, this
highest rating was assigned by 25% of respondents.
Table 25 presents a summary of data analyzed for
Item 19.
Summary of teacher and parent perceptions in
rural and national surveys . Question 2, A was concerned
with the similarities and differences of perceptions
regarding a variety of educational and curricular
The four respondent groups from whom data wereconcerns
.
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TABLE 24
CONFIDENCE IN PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS
1-ROOM NAT ' L 1-ROOM NAT ' L
TCHRS. EDUCRS .
*
PARENTS PARENTS
ITEMS % % % %
1 - CHURCH
Much 33 - 42 42
Some 58 - 37 40
Little 08 - 18 15
PUBLIC SCHOOLS
Much 33 — 26 28
Some 58 - 63 46
Little 08 — 13 20
COURTS
Much 0 — 03 19
Some 83 - 43 45
Little 17 — 53 28
LOCAL GOVERNMENT
Much 08 - 15 19
Some 83 - 56 51
Little 08 — 29 23
STATE GOVERNMENT
Much 0 - 05 17
Some 75 - 59 52
Little 25 — 34 24
NATIONAL GOVERNMENT
Much 0 - 04 14
Some 83 - 47 31
Little 08 - 47 31
7 - LABOR UNIONS
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8 -
Much 0 - 04 17
Some 08 - 28 38
Little 92 - 54 30
BIG BUSINESS
Much 08 — 04 13
Some 08 - 27 42
Little 83 - 69 36
*This data was not available from the Phi Delta Kappan
tabulations of responses.
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TABLE 25
OVERALL RATING OF SCHOOLS
1-ROOM NAT' L 1-ROOM NAT' 1
SCORE TEACHERS EDUCATORS TEACHERS EDUCATORS
% % % %
A 31 15 35 10
B 69 46 41 25
C 0 29 15 29
D 0 07 03 12
Fai 1 0 02 02 06
>n ' t Know 0 01 02 18
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collected are teachers and parents in a national sample
responding to items in the 1980 Gallup poll, and rural
teachers and parents in the one-room school sample
responding to items in an adapted form of the Gallup poll.
Findings are summarized here sequentially by the seven
categories into which items were divided for analysis.
Findings indicate that perceptions among all four
groups of respondents are very similar regarding Category
1 items, priorities for schools. Responses to Category 2
items, concerning problems within schools, indicate that
all respondents believe that most of the problems
considered should be dealt with by parents, by the
schools, or by a combination of parents and schools.
One-room teachers perceive the majority of problems to be
a concern of the schools and, similarly, one-room school
parents consider themselves to be primarily responsible
for dealing with the student behavior problems addressed
in this category.
The second item of this category asked
respondents to list problems of most concern in their
schools. Responses reveal that none of the five problems
listed most frequently by national respondents is
considered to be a major problem by rural respondents.
It is also noted that none of the problems discussed as
serious behavior problems in the first item of this
category is considered to be a major concern within the
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rural schools in the survey. This is an important
finding which may have implications for educational
practice.
Educators in both national and rural groups are
concerned about limited parent involvement in the schools
and about school closings. Parents in both groups are
concerned with the problem of school size, although for
different reasons: nationally, the concern is that
school populations are too large, resulting in many
student behavioral problems (reference, item 7); rural
parents are concerned that school populations are too
small to allow for adequate opportunities for social
activities and competitive instructional experiences.
Finally, at least 50 percent of rural parents,
but only 6 percent of parents nationally, perceive that
there are no major problems in their schools.
The third category of items, regarding various
curriculum concerns, reveals considerable agreement among
all four groups of respondents. The item related to
citizenship education which was included only in the
rural survey indicates that most teachers (93%) and many
rural parents (80%) think that one-room school students
are at least well prepared in citizenship education.
Both teacher and parent respondents in the rural survey
consider students to be best prepared in their abilities
in interpersonal and intergroup relations, in their
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understanding of the importance of social and political
participation
,
and in their ability to resolve issues and
solve problems.
Responses to the fourth category of items,
concerning the importance of schooling, the profession of
teaching, and adult learning, reveal both agreement and
disagreement among respondents. Large percentages of all
four respondent groups consider schooling to be
"extremely" important. Regarding the question of whether
they would like their own children to join the teaching
profession, however, educators nationally indicate
approval (49%) whereas rural teachers were less positive
with nearly the same percentage (46%) responding "no."
Responses to the item concerning adult education courses
indicate that educators nationally have taken an adult
education course more recently than have rural educators,
whereas parents nationally have not taken an adult
education course as recently as rural parents.
All groups of respondents appear to have
confidence in the public schools' ability to serve the
public's needs, according to responses to the item
concerned with confidence in public institutions. Some
interesting differences of opinion between rural teacher
and rural parent groups are indicated, particularly
regarding confidence in the courts and in national
government, with teachers appearing to have more
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confidence in the ability of these two public
institutions to serve the public interest than do
parents.
The overall rating of schools by the four groups
indicates that parents nationally give the public schools
the lowest rating, with only 35 percent assigning an A or
B score for the quality of their public schools.
Conversely, 76 percent of rural parents rate their
schools with an A or B score. Among educators, 61
percent of national respondents gave public schools these
two highest ratings of A or B, whereas 100 percent of
rural teachers rated their schools either A or B. A
comparison of responses from both rural groups and both
national groups reveals that an A rating was assigned
public schools by 66 percent of rural respondents and by
25 percent of respondents nationally.
Question 2,B. What are the similarities and differences
of perceptions of teachers and parents of one-room
schools regarding the weaknesses/disadvantages and the
strengths/advantages of one-room schools? To answer this
question, data from teachers of the one-room schools in
the survey, and from one-room school parents, were
tabulated and compared. The data are reported here in
the last of the seven categories of data analyzed in
support of Objective 2.
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Category 7. Perceived strengths and weaknesses
of rural schools. Item 20B is concerned with weaknesses
or disadvantages of one-room schools as perceived by
teachers and parents. An unlimited number of responses
is possible. The weaknesses and disadvantages listed by
teachers were found to be very similar, and even
identical in some instances, to those listed by parents.
In fact, five of the seven disadvantages named were
common to both groups of respondents. A disadvantage not
named by teachers but listed frequently by parents is the
difficulty experienced by children in adapting to larger
school environments upon leaving the one-room schools.
The most frequently named disadvantage by both teachers
and parents is the limited interaction time for teacher
and students, due to unfavorable teacher-student rations.
A large variety of ideas were expressed by both groups.
Table 26 presents the major categories of disadvantages
named, and indicates rank order for each of the two
respondent groups. (Not mentioned frequently enough to
be included in the table, but of considerable importance
to the functioning of the school, are the two teacher
concerns of isolation from other professional educators
and day-long responsibility with no teacher "breaks" or
duty time-offs.
)
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TABLE 26
GREATEST DISADVANTAGES/WEAKNESSES
AS PERCEIVED BY TEACHERS AND PARENTS
WITH RANK ORDER INDICATED
TEACHER DISADVANTAGES/ PARENT
RANKING WEAKNESS RANKING
- Difficulty in adapting to
larger school
5
3 Inadequate school supplies,
facilities
2
5 Limited exposure to various
teachers, methods
-
1 Limited teacher-student
interaction time
1
6 Limited opportunity for large-
group functioning
4
2 Limited variety of social,
cultural experiences
6
4 Little educational competition 3
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Item 20C is also an open-ended question, asking
the respondents to list the strengths or advantages of
one-room schools. A large variety of advantages were
listed by both teachers and parents and, again, many of
them are common to both groups. The most frequently
named advantage is the individual attention given to
students. Since this "advantage" is a contradiction of
the most frequently named disadvantage revealed by item
20B, it may be assumed that the variable of individual
teacher-student interaction is considered to be
all-important: it is valued when present and desired
when absent from the learning environment.
Interestingly, parents rather than teachers specifically
named independent learning and learning "at their own
pace" without pressure of time as advantages for their
children. The second most frequently named strength by
both groups is the multi-gradedness of the one-room
school environment, a situation in which children of
different ages are able to work together and learn to
help each other. Again, several parents specifically
indicated that through this process, their children
learned "to get along" with each other. The
third-ranking advantage appreciated by teachers is the
strong support of parents and community, while parents
rank close relationships in this position. Specifically
mentioned are teacher-student relationships, the
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closeness of students' relationships with one another,
and close ties between teachers and parents. The
development of positive personal characteristics by the
children is ranked in fourth position by both parents and
teachers. Terms such as "moral development," "values,"
If ~ r^ot i va t i on
,
"
"sense of individualism," and
charac ter —bui ldi ng " are used frequently to convey this
opinion. The advantage ranked in fifth position,
development of a strong, basic foundation (of
information), which can be considered an academic
advantage of the one-room school environment, follows the
several advantages of social interaction and
interpersonal relationship in rank order.
Table 27 presents the top-ranking advantages listed
by teachers and parents, and indicates their rank order.
Summary of perceptions of rural school teachers
and parents regarding disadvantages and advantages of
one-room schools
.
Question 2,B is concerned with the
perceptions of teachers and parents of the one-room
schools surveyed in the present investigation regarding
the disadvantages or weaknesses, and the advantages
or strengths, of their schools. Responses reveal
considerable agreement among members of these two groups.
Of the seven most frequently named disadvantages, five
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TABLE 27
GREATEST ADVANTAGES/STRENGTHS
AS PERCEIVED BY TEACHERS AND PARENTS
WITH RANK ORDER INDICATED
TEACHER ADVANTAGES/ PARENT
RANKING STRENGTHS RANKING
- Close teacher/student/parent
relationships
3
4 Development of positive personal
characteristics
4
6 Development of strong foundation
in basics
5
1 Individual attention; favorable
teacher-student ratio
1
2 Multi-gradeness ; cross-age
interactions
2
3 Supportive of parents/community 6
5 Variety of curriculum materials,
experiences
—
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were common to both groups. The most frequently named
disadvantage— limited interaction time for teachers and
students—and the most frequently named advantage
—
individual attention given to students--appear to
reinforce the strong perception of both groups that the
variable of individual teacher-student interaction is an
essential condition for an ideal learning environment for
children.
The multi-graded nature of the one-room school
environment, and cross-age interactions made possible by
multi-gradedness
,
are the second most frequently named
strengths by both groups. It is noted that the most
frequently named advantages or strengths by both groups
are concerned with social interaction and interpersonal
relationships, whereas the advantages ranked lowest among
the seven most frequently named are academic in nature.
Summary of Research Objective 2 . Research Objective 2 is
concerned with the perceptions of teachers and parents
regarding one-room schools as learning environments.
Data were provided by an analysis of responses to items
of the 1980 Gallup poll by professional educators
nation-wide, by parents of public school children
nation-wide, and by the teachers and parents of the
one-room schools included in the current investigation.
These data were divided into seven categories for
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analysis and presented in answer to two subordinate
questions of the research objective. First, similarities
and differences of perceptions among all of the four
respondent groups were analyzed and compared regarding a
variety of educational and curricular concerns. Second,
similarities and differences of perceptions of rural
one-room school teachers and parents were analyzed and
compared regarding disadvantages or weaknesses and
advantages or strengths of their one-room schools. Major
findings of teacher and parent perceptions resulting from
these analyzes of the data are outline below.
Question 2,
A
. Teacher and parent perceptions, of
respondents nation-wide and of rural respondents, appear
to be similar in many important respects, although several
differences of opinion are evident as well. Major areas
of agreement include: priorities for schools, parent
involvement with student program/progress, local control
over curriculum, value of ungraded curriculum, and
instruction in morals/moral behavior. Areas of major
differences of opinion between rural and national groups
include the amount of attention given to basic education
and problems within schools. Opinions regarding the
kinds of problems within schools and appropriate handling
of school problems vary markedly between rural and national
respondents, suggesting a need for further investigation
in this area.
187
Overall, the respondents most frequently in
disagreement with other respondent groups are national
educators. Rural parents and parents in the national
sample tend to agree on most major issues.
Question 2,B. Several areas of agreement between
rural teachers and parents are apparent in answer to this
question, which is concerned with disadvantages of
one-room schools. These include: importance of
sufficient time for teacher-student interaction, value of
multi-graded learning environment, development of
personal positive characteristics by students, and extent
of preparation of students in citizenship education. Few
notable areas of disagreement are indicated between these
two groups of rural respondents.
Summarily, the perceptions of rural one-room
school teachers and parents, and of educators and
parents nationally, were analyzed and compared in support
of Objective 2. Findings resulting from these analyses,
and those resulting from analyses of data regarding
student perceptions in support of Objective 1, provide a
framework for the next section of this chapter, which
reports data in support of the study's final two
objectives. Objective 3 and 4 are concerned with the
organization of instructional settings within one-room
schools and the nature of student interactions within
those instructional settings.
Instructional Settings and
Student Interactions
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A three-part observation instrument provided data
to accomplish Objectives 3 and 4. Data for Objective 3:
to describe the organization of instructional settings
within the sampled schools, were divided into two
categories for analysis: 1) composition and
configuration of learning groups, and 2) allocation and
monitoring of time. The following two questions were
answered by the data:
3, A. What types of learning groups were evident
in the sampled schools?
3,
B. How was available instructional time
allocated and monitored?
The observation instrument also provided data to
accomplish Objective 4: to describe the nature of
student interactions within instructional settings of the
sampled schools. Questions answered by the data in
support of this objective were:
4,
A. To what extent do students interact with
other students?
4,B. To what extent do students make use of
material and human resources?
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Question 3, A. What types of learning groups were svidsnt
in the sampled schools? Three factors regarding learning
groups were considered to answer this question. First
the organizational patterns of learning groups, based on
the individuals who make up the group and referred to
here as the composition of the learning group, were
reviewed. Second, the types of learning groups, based on
the roles played by individual learners, were analyzed.
Finally, the actual mode or format of learning groups,
determined by the instructional purpose of the group and
referred to here as instructional group configurations,
were observed.
Composition of learning groups. The learning
groups observed during the on-site visits were classified
by organizational composition for analysis. Data from
each school were tabulated to determine the variety of
learning groups in evidence and the frequency with which
various group compositions were observed in use. The six
learning group compositions are:
1. the learner alone
2. the learner with a leader or facilitator
3. the learner with another learner
4. the learner as a member of a small group
5. the entire (school) group of learners
6. learner groups of unspecified size
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All of the six organizational compositions were observed
in evidence in the sampled schools within the period of
observation in each school. Composition 4 (the learner
as a member of a small group) was in evidence in all
schools in the survey, whereas composition 2 (the learner
with a leader or facilitator) was in evidence in only two
schools. The frequency of evidence of all group
compositions was as follows:
Composition 1-10 schools ( A, B,C , E , F , I , J , L, M,N
)
Composition 2-2 schools (J,L)
Composition 3-11 schools
(A,B,C,D,E,F,I,J,L,M,N)
Composition 4-13 schools
(A,B,C,D,E,F,G,I,J,K,L,M,N)
Composition 5-8 schools (C , D , G , I , J , K, M, N
)
Composition 6-8 schools (B ,C , D , E,F , J , L , N)
The school using the largest variety of
organizational compositions was School J; six different
group compositions were observed in this school during
the on-site visit. Only two compositions were in
evidence in School G and in School K. Numbers of
compositions in evidence in other schools were: 5 in
Schools C, L, and N; 4 in Schools D, E, F, I, and M; and
3 in Schools A and B.
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Configuration of learning groups
. The learning
group configurations in evidence were determined to be of
three types, depending on the role of the individual
learner:
Type A - learner in a "follower" role, receiving
information
Type B - learner in a "leadership" role, dispen-
sing information
Type C - learner in a "participant" role, sharing
information
These three types of learning groups based on role
definition were then sub-divided into eighteen specific
modes according to instructional purpose. Based on this
analysis, nine instructional group configurations were
identified:
1/A - independent study
2/A - apprenticeship or internship
3/B - tutorial
3/C - partnership
4/C - small group (class, debate, discussion
group, seminar, listening group)
5/A - lecture group
6/A - forum
6/B - demonstration, panel
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6/C - action project, learning project,
studycade, workshop
All of the nine instructional configurations, grouped
according to the instructional role of the learner and
the instructional purpose of the group, were in evidence
in the sampled schools during the periods of observation.
The frequency of use of learning group configuration was
as follows:
Configuration 1/A - 10 schools
(A,B,C,E,F,I,J,L,M,N)
Configuration 2/A - 2 schools (J,L)
Configuration 3/B - 6 schools ( A,C , E, I , J , N)
Configuration 3/C - 11 schools
(A,B,C,D,E,F,I,J,L,M,N)
Configuration 4/C - 13 schools
(A,B,C,D,E,F,G, I,J,K,L,M,N)
Configuration 5/A - 8 schools (C , D,G, I , J , K, M, N
)
Configuration 6/A - 4 schools (C,D,J,L)
Configuration 6/B - 5 schools (D,E,F,L,N)
Configuration 6/C - 2 schools (B,L)
The schools demonstrating the largest variety of learning
group configurations in use were Schools J and L (7
configurations). Only 2 learning group patterns were
observed in use in Schools G and K. All other schools
used either 6, 5, or 4 patterns, as follows: 6
configurations (Schools C and N) ; 5 configurations
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(Schools D,E, and I): 4 configurations (Schools A,B,F
and M)
.
The total number of learning groups, across
schools, which provided students with an opportunity to
share information in participant roles was 26. Students
were placed in "follower" roles in which they received
information in 24 learning groups, and they were placed
in leadership roles in which they dispensed information
in 11 instances.
Table 28 summarizes the data reported above.
Appendix M provides a detailed description of composition
of learning groups and learning group configurations
under observation in the sampled schools.
Question 3,B. How was available instructional time
allocated and monitored? To answer this question, data
recorded during on-site visits were analyzed. Five time
designations were used, ranging from unlimited, self-
imposed time to time with reminders and time pressure
with penalties. Findings indicate that seven of the
thirteen schools provide adequate time for learners to
complete assigned tasks in an unpressured environment.
Ten of the thirteen schools also demonstrated sufficient
time allocations for completing tasks in an unpressured
environment without penalties, although time was
teacher-monitored and time reminders were used. Finally,
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TABLE 28
CONFIGURATIONS
OF LEARNING GROUPS
SCHOOLS 1/A 2/A 3/B 3/C 4/C 5/A 6/A 6/B 6/C
TOTAL
CONF.
A • • • • 4
B • • • • 4
C • • • • • • 6
D • • • • • 5
E • • • • • 5
F • • • • 4
G • • 2
I • • • • • 5
J • • • • • • • 7
K • • 2
L • • • • • • • 7
M • • • • • 4
N • • • • • • 6
TOTAL
CONF. 10 2 6 11 13 8 4 5 2
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findings reveal that in three schools time pressure was
applied by the teacher and students were admonished if
they did not "finish on time," suggesting that time for
completing tasks was insufficient.
Overall, 27 percent of the 26 recorded instances
of time allocation/monitoring across schools were
indicative of unlimited, self-imposed time, and 50
percent were indicative of flexible time with
time-reminders. The remaining 23 percent suggested
pressured environments with inflexible time contraints.
In conclusion, time available appeared to be sufficient
and unpressured in 77 percent of the schools visited.
Time-on-task is clearly not a concern in these
small learning environments. After several school
visits, it seemed clear that data for this variable need
not be recorded, since time spent on anything other than
the task-at-hand was nonexistent.
Table 29 presents a summary of the data reported
above
.
Summary of Research Objective 3 . Research Objective 3
was concerned with the organization of instructional
settings in the thirteen sampled schools. Data to
accomplish the objective were obtained from information
recorded on an observation instrument on-site by the
researcher. The data were presented in answer to two
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TABLE 29
TIME ALLOCATION
AND
MONITORING
SELF MONITORED
UNLIMITED MONITORED
TIME TIME
SCHOOL
TEACHER-MONITORED
MONITORED REMINDERS PRESSURE
WITH WITH WITH
REMINDERS PRESSURE PENALTY
A
B
C
D
E
F
G
I
J
K
L
M
N
Self -monitored, total = 7 Teacher-monitored, total = 16
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subordinate questions. First, the composition and
configuration of learning groups which were evident in
the sampled schools were studied. Second, the allocation
and monitoring of instructional time was considered, with
attention to not only whether the amount of time
available, or the length of time spent on-task, seemed
adequate, but also whether time was self-imposed and
unpressured.
Question 3, A. The composition of learning groups
within the instructional setting of the sampled one-room
schools appears to be varied, with each of the 13 schools
demonstrating at least 2 of the 6 group compositions
within the period of on-site observation. In one school,
in fact, all group compositions were in evidence within a
two-hour observation period. The use of several learning
group compositions suggests that learners in these small
school environments are given opportunities to approach
learning tasks either alone or with a wide variety of
learning partners or other learners.
The configuration of learning groups within these
compositional categories also appears to be varied. The
nine instructional configurations were sub-divided first
according to the role of the individual learner within
the group, and then according to instructional purpose.
Findings revealed that all of the nine configurations
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were in evidence in the sampled schools during the
periods of observation. The number of learning group
configurations ranged from a high of 7 to a low of 2
learning group patterns. Across schools, students were
placed in participant roles in 26 instances, in follower
roles in 24 instances, and in leadership roles in 11
instances. This information suggests that these small
school environments provide opportunities for students to
interact in a variety of learning group patterns, and to
participate actively in the learning process in a variety
of roles.
Question 3,B. The analysis of data regarding
instructional time indicates that time made available for
instructional tasks in these one-room school environments
is largely sufficient in length and unpressured in nature.
Although in 23 percent of the schools visited there was
some evidence of inflexible time constraints in somewhat
pressured environments, the above conclusion seems to be
warranted for 77 percent of the sampled schools.
Time-on-task was concluded to be of small enough
concern that data were not reported for this variable
after on-site observations in several schools indicated
that available time was spent almost exclusively on-task.
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Summarily, the organization of one-room schools
as instructional seetings was analyzed and reviewed in
support of Objective 3 in this section of Chapter IV.
The second part of this section considers instructional
interactions of students within these settings, in
support of Objective 4. Data are presented in answer
to two subordinate questions: A, to what extent did
students interact with other students, and B, to what
extent did students make use of material and human
resources?
Question 4, A. To what extent did students interact with
other students? The data analyzed to answer this
question were concerned with student-student interactions
taking place within the schools during the on-site visits.
Particular attention was given to evidence of cross-age
interactions and peer tutoring. Additionally, attention
was given to the presence or absence of three types of
goal structures: co-operative goal structure, in which
students perceive they can attain their goal only if
students with whom they are working attain theirs;
competetive goal structure, in which students perceive
they can attain their goal only if others, with whom they
are competing, fail to attain theirs; and individualistic
goal structure, in which the student's attainment of the
goal is unrelated to achievement of the goal by other
students
.
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Findings resulting from the tabulation of data
from the observation sheets are presented here in this
sequence of sub-questions: Were students interacting?
How frequently were interactions in evidence? What
types of interactions were evident?
First, student-student interactions were in
evidence to a considerable extent in most of the thirteen
sampled schools. On a 5-point scale ranging from "very
much" interaction to "no interaction," five schools
attained a rating at the top position on the scale, and
no schools occupied the lowest position, although four
schools were at the "very little interaction" position.
Overall, eight schools demonstrated a considerable amount
of student-student instructional interaction.
Second, the frequency of instructional inter-
actions ranged from "continual, on-task" interacting to
"working alone." In five of the thirteen schools,
frequent sharing and helping was evident. In another
three schools, students worked alone almost exclusively.
In yet another four schools, occasional sharing and
helping was observed. In School C, student-student
interactions varied over the two-hour observation period
from the top position on the scale of continual inter-
acting to the bottom position of working alone. In fact,
in most schools interactions ranged across at least two
points of the five-point scale, making a final tabulation
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of interaction frequency difficult. This variation of
interaction frequency may be attributed to students'
apparent ability, in these small environments, to modify
their working relationships with other students with
relative ease, depending upon the instructional task to
be accomplished. It was further observed that many of
these changes in interaction patterns took place without
direction from the teacher, being initiated by the
students themselves.
Finally, findings indicate that the students in
Schools E and L participate in a considerable amount of
group work, with students of all ages sharing information
and resources. Four other schools also involve students
in group work with different age-groups represented. All
of the thirteen schools demonstrated a considerable
amount of small group work with same-age children
participating, with the exception of School G which was
not observed during a regular routine of daily activity.
Also, nine of the thirteen schools encourage students to
work independently in a non-competitive atmosphere.
In conclusion, there seems to be a clear indica-
tion of a large amount of student-student interaction
within the sampled schools for the purpose of completing
instructional tasks. Students of all ages exhibit an
ability to be self-direct ing and self-motivating. Group
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work is frequent and is accomplished in a relaxed, cooper-
ative atmosphere. When solo work is undertaken, it is
not approached in a competitive manner.
4 , B . To what extent did students make use of material
and human resources? Data analyzed to answer this
question were provided by the final two items on the
observation schedule. The first of these items was
concerned with students ' use of other students as
learning resources. The second item was concerned with
students' use of older, younger, or same-age students, of
material resources, and of the teacher as a resource.
Findings indicate that students in all of the 13 sampled
schools are very attentive to ther students, listening to
their ideas and sometimes encouraging ideas from other
students, regardless of age differences. Also, in all
schools with the exception of School M, specific
instances were observed of students being very accepting
of ideas from children of different ages. (During the
observation period in School M, the students were not
engaged in activities that allowed for this kind of
behavior .
)
Additionally, findings reveal that all of the
thirteen schools in the study encourage students to work
together in "partnership arrangements; in every school,
students were observed working as partners to accomplish
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an instructional task at least once during the
observational period. In Schools A, E, and I, students
were observed seeking help from other students both older
and younger than themselves, depending upon the task, and
in eight schools peer tutoring was in evidence. Again,
the range of methods used by students to gain access to
information was wide, making a final tabulation of
student use of resources difficult. School I, for
example, engaged students in activities at every point of
the five-point scale during the two-hour observation
period. The only school which did not show evidence of
involving students with a variety of resources was School
M (exception noted above), in which only material
resources and the teacher were sources of information.
Table 30 presents a summary of the data reported above.
Summary of Research Objective 4. Research Objective 4
was concerned with the nature of student interactions
likely to foster or hinder the instructional process
within the sampled schools. Data to accomplish the
objective were obtained from part III of the observation
instrument on which information was recorded on-site by
the researcher. Data were presented in answer to two
subordinate questions. First, the extent to which
student-student interactions were in evidence was studied.
Second, the extent to which students made use of both
material and human resources was considered.
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TABLE 30
FREQUENCY OF TYPES OF
STUDENT INTERACTIONS VvITHIN
INSTRUCTIONAL SETTINGS
SCHOOL
N=13
RANGE OF GOAL STRUCTURES
COOPERATIVE
ACTIVITIES
- a — _ «
INDIVIDUALISTIC
ARRANGEMENTS
COMPETITIVE
BEHAVIORS
A 4 5 2 0 0
B 0 0 5 4 0
C 2 4 4 4 1
D 0 1 4 4 1
E 5 4 2 3 2
F 0 3 3 2 1
G 0 0 3 5 2
I 1 3 4 4 2
J 0 2 5 3 1
K 1 4 4 3 0
L 2 4 3 3 0
M 0 0 0 5 2
N 0 2 5 3 0
TOTAL 15 32 44 43 12
% 10.3% 22.0% 30.1% 29.4% 08.2%
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Question 4, A. Findings indicate that student-
student interactions were in evidence to a considerable
extent in most of the sampled schools/ including both
cross-age interactions and peer tutoring. Also f findings
indicate that the instructional interactions among
students occurred frequently. The considerable variation
of interaction frequency over the two-hour observation
periods suggests that students in these small environments
have an ability to modify their working relationships
with other students with relatively little difficult.
Also, they tend to do so at will, depending upon the
instructional task to be accomplished, without requiring
direction from the teacher. Group work was also found to
be frequent and was accomplished in a cooperative atmos-
phere. Finally, students seemed able to work indepen-
dently with a large degree of self-direction and self-
motivation, and in a non-competitive manner. It should
be noted that the relatively non-competitive atmosphere
of these small, familiar learning environments is con-
sidered to be a cause for concern by several of the
schools' teachers. These teachers feel that it is
necessary to design specific instructional tasks and
activities for the purpose of creating competitive
experiences for the students.
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Question 4,B. Findings indicate that students in
all of the sampled schools listen to and encourage ideas
of other students, regardless of age differences. The
range of methods used by students to gain access to
information was wide, including the use of "material
resources, of students as resources with no concern for
age differences, and of teachers as resources. Combi-
nations of two students working together as learning
partners appeared to be an especially popular method
used, with both same-age students and different-age
students making up the partnership.
Summarily, student-student interactions and
student use of material and human resources were analyzed
and reviewed in support of Objective 4. This analysis
and interpretation of data concludes Chapter IV, which
has presented findings, based on data obtained from five
research instruments, in support of the study's four
research objectives. This chapter has provided the
framework for consideration of several implications for
educational practice and research, which are discussed in
Chapter V. Chapter V presents the major findings for
each of the four research objectives, suggests implica-
tions of the findings for educational practice in one-
room schools and in elementary schools, generally, and
recommends further research into questions raised by the
interpretation of data in this chapter.
CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, IMPLICATIONS OF FINDINGS, AND
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH
AND PRACTICAL ACTION
This chapter presents a summary of the study.
The findings of the investigation and their implications
for educational practice are discussed. The chapter
concludes by suggesting further research into conditions
likely to influence learning and by recommending
practical actions for improving environments for
learning
.
Summary
The primary purpose of this study was to investi-
gate the learning environments of selected one-room
schools in each of the New England states, and to de-
scribe conditions within those learning environments.
Several factors were considered for in-depth study to
determine the nature of the learning environment in each
of the one-room schools selected for the investigation.
The factors which were ultimately selected for study were
derived from three sources: 1) Benjamin Bloom's
alterable variables of time-on-task, cognitive entry,
formative testing, teaching, and home environment pro-
cesses; 2) David and Roger Johnson's goal structures of
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competition, cooperation, and individualization; and 3)
Robert Sinclair's environmental variables of autonomy,
equity, humanism, involvement, morale, and resources.
The ten factors selected included the alterable variable
of time-on-task, the three goal structures of competi-
tion, cooperation, and individualization, and the six
environmental variables of autonomy, equity, humanism,
involvement, morale, and resources.
Four research objectives guided the investigation
of one-room learning environments. The first of these
objectives was concerned with the perceptions of those
individuals most directly influenced by the learning
environment of the school—the students living and
learning within the school environment. The second
objective was concerned with the teachers and parents of
those students— the individuals most involved with
curricular issues that are likely to influence and shape
the learning environment. The third and fourth objec-
tives were concerned with the organization of instruc-
tional settings, and the nature of student interactions
within those instructional settings which are likely to
influence learning. The research objectives were divided
into subordinate questions for purposes of data inter-
pretation. The four objectives and their supporting
research questions are:
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Objective 1 - To determine the perceptions of
children in one-room schools regarding
learning conditions in their schools.
Question 1,A - What is the nature of
student perceptions toward each of
the variables in the study?
Question 1,B - Which environmental
conditions are characteristic of
schools scoring highest and of schools
scoring lowest on each variable?
Question 1,C - Which perceptual items
indicate greatest agreement and great-
est disagreement among the perceptions
of all sampled learners?
Question 1,D - What are the similari-
ties and differences of learner percep-
tions in hilltown schools and in island
schools?
Objective 2 - To determine the perceptions of
teachers and parents regarding learning
environments in the sampled schools.
Question 2, A - What are the similari-
ties and differences of perceptions,
between teacher-and parent-respondents
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of the one-room school survey and
teacher- and parent-respondents in the
national survey, regarding a variety of
educational and curricular concerns?
Question 2,B - What are the similari-
ties and differences of perceptions of
teachers and parents of one-room
schools regarding the disadvantages/
weaknesses and the advantages/strengths
of one-room schools?
Objective 3 - To describe the organization of in-
structional settings within the sampled
schools
.
Question 3, A - What types of learning
groups were evident in the sampled
schools?
Question 3,B - How was available in-
structional time allocated and moni-
tored?
Objective 4 - To describe the nature of student
interactions within instructional
settings of the sampled schools.
Question 4, A - To what extent do stu-
dents interact with other students?
211
Question 4,B - To what extent do stu-
dents make use of material and human
resources?
The several types of data-collecting instruments
required by the study included two forms of a perceptual
questionnaire for measuring the perceptions of students,
an attitudinal questionnaire for assessing the attitudes
of parents and teachers, and a citizenship education
questionnaire for determining teacher opinion in this
specific curriculum area. A three-part observation
instrument for identifying dimensions of student inter-
actions within particular instruction settings was also
required. Respondents included 181 students, 14 teach-
ers, and 98 parents within a data base of 14 selected
one-room schools in New England.
Major Findings and Implications
This section of the chapter presents the major
findings of the study and implications for improvement of
learning environments. First, summaries of the findings
resulting from this investigation are stated in relation
to the study's original objectives and their related
questions. Then, implications for educational practice
in one-room schools and in other elementary schools are
presented.
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Objective 1. To determine the perceptions of children in
one-room schools regarding learning conditions in their
schools
.
Major findings
.
Question 1,A is concerned with
the nature of student perceptions toward each of the
variables in the study. The analysis of data suggests a
considerable amount of similarity of student perceptions,
both among individual schools and across schools, on each
of the six variables. The greatest difference in percep-
tion is seen between the relatively high Opportunity
score (12.2) and the relatively low Autonomy score (9.5).
Overall, the mean variable score of 10.9, and the rela-
tively narrow range of individual school scores above and
below the mean, suggest that student perceptions toward
each of the variables in the study are generally positive.
Question 1,B data indicate that highest-scoring
schools have in common a teacher with a helpful attitude
who is attendant to student problems. These schools have
teachers who allow students to set academic goals and
make decisions regarding school operations. The pre-
vailing environmental condition characteristic of these
schools is an environment perceived to foster equal
treatment in which student-teacher relationships and
student-student interactions are generally positive. The
criteria failed to identify any environmental conditions
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uniquely characteristic of lowest-scoring schools,
suggesting that reasons for the relatively low scores of
those schools are not necessarily consistent across
schools
.
Responses to Question 1,C reveal that 10 items,
or 23 percent of all items, generated agreement by at
least 80 percent of students across schools. Greatest
agreement strength is seen in the three environmental
dimensions of Equity, Humanism, and Opportunity. Total
consensus was generated by six items in four different
variables. Areas of agreement across schools tend toward
positive teacher-student relationships (items 8 and 14),
positive student-student interactions (items 7 and 20),
and perceived adequacy of curricular offerings and mate-
rials (items 11 and 22). A common focus among the items
indicating areas of disagreement (items 3, 16, 28, and
32) is not evident.
Question 1,D is concerned with similarities and
differences of learner perceptions in hilltown schools
and in island schools. The data indicate that island
schools have higher mean variable scores than do hilltown
schools, particularly for the Morale variable, and that
island schools appear more frequently among highest-
scoring schools. The consistently different scores of
the two groups of schools imply that the geographic
locations of the schools may have influenced the scores.
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The reasons for the apparent relationship between the two
factors of mean variable scores and geographic location
of schools are unclear and merit further consideration.
Implications of Objective 1 data . The findings
resulting from the administration of the Rural School
Environment Survey provide further evidence that student
perceptions can be used to effectively measure environ-
mental variables in elementary schools. Such perceptual
instruments can be used to continually assess ways in
which the school environment has been changed and im-
proved, with learners as the data source, as discussed in
Chapter II. For example, if a school were found to be
scoring unsatisfactorily on a particular variable,
i.e.,in a direction contrary to the philosophy being
promoted by the school, learning experiences could be
designed to improve conditions influencing that
environmental variable and the instrument could be
re-administered to assess whether learner perceptions had
changed.
It is important to note that high scores on a
particular variable should not be interpreted as a good
or positive factor, and low scores as a "bad" or negative
factor. The RSES was not designed to evaluate in a
"good-bad" sense, but to describe conditions within
schools as perceived by students. The interpretation of
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high scores as related to low scores depends, then, on
the goals and objectives of the particular school in
which the perceptual instrument is used. An ideal score
on a variable will depend on the philosophy of the school
and its priorities for learning.
Also, the RSES can be used as an assessment of
student perceptions at a given time, with the results
forming a basis for student and parent discussion of
conditions within the learning environment which they
would like to change. Further, information from the RSES
might be used to identify students whose perceptions
differ markedly from the majority of students within the
learning environment. This information could then become
a tool for working with those students who are discon-
nected from the existing school curriculum, and for
establishing a dialogue with parents regarding their
children's di sassociation
.
Objective 2. To determine the perceptions of teachers
and parents regarding one-room schools as learning envi-
ronments .
Major findings
.
Question 2, A is concerned with
similarities and differences of perceptions between
teacher- and parent-respondents in both the rural survey
and the national survey. Findings indicate that per-
ceptions among all four groups of respondents are similar
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regarding priorities for schools and most curriculum
concerns addressed in the surveys. An important
difference of opinion was noted, however, regarding be-
havior problems of students and problems of most concern
to respondents. None of the student behavior problems
considered to be of major concern nationally are
perceived to be present in rural schools.
All respondents appear to be concerned about
limited parent involvement in schools and about school
closings. Parents in both groups are concerned with
problems of school size, either because schools are too
large (national respondents), resulting in many student
behavior problems, or because student populations are too
small (rural respondents), resulting in limited oppor-
tunities in social areas and in competitive experiences.
Question 2,B is concerned with similarities and
differences of perceptions between teachers and parents
of one-room schools. Specifically, these respondents
were asked to list advantages and disadvantages of their
schools. Several areas of agreement between the two
respondent groups are evident, including an appreciation
of sufficient time for teacher-student interaction, and
the small school's multi-graded learning environment.
Both groups also perceive the development of positive
personal characteristics by students and student prepara-
tion in citizenship education as important advantages.
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Implications of Objective 2 data . Given the
considerable evidence that several conditions known to
hinder learning— such as major student behavioral
problems do not exist in small learning environments,
and that several conditions believed to enhance learning
— such as frequent teacher-student interactions—are not
possible in large learning environments, it may be
implied that the conventional wisdom of school consolida-
tion should be reconsidered.
Further, small rural schools in which student
populations are too small to allow for adequate social
and academic experiences may need to explore alternative
instructional methods and resources, including such
unconventional means of augmenting the instructional
program as the utilization of business people and skilled
artisans, both practicing and retired, as resource people
from the community. The use of the institutions of the
rural community as resources, and the use of the
community itself as a laboratory for learning, will be
discussed in the final section of the study as a
suggestion for further research.
Finally, the data imply that positive personal
characteristics of students and sound preparation in
citizenship education are advantages of a small learning
environment that are highly valued by both teachers and
parents. The implication is suggested that these posi-
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tive advantages of small schools may somehow be related
to the absence of major behavioral problems in these
small environments.
Objective 3. To describe the organization of instruc-
tional settings within the sampled schools.
Major findings
. Question 3, A is concerned with
learning groups observed in the schools. The composition
of learning groups appears to be varied, suggesting that
students in these small school environments have the
opportunity to approach learning tasks in a variety of
ways, ranging from independent inquiry to interaction
within small groups. The configuration of learning
groups, defined by learner role within the group and
instructional purpose of the group, also appears to be
varied. This information suggests that small school
environments provide opportunities for interaction in a
variety of learning group patterns, and for active
participation in a variety of roles.
Question 3,B is concerned with the allocation
and monitoring of instructional time. F.indings indicate
that time available for instructional tasks is largely
sufficient in length and unpressured in nature. Although
time constraints are more frequently imposed and monitored
by teachers than by students, most constraints on
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instructional time are flexible. Finally, school obser-
vations clearly indicate that time spend on-task is of
little concern in these small learning environments,
since all available instructional time is spend almost
exclusively on-task.
Implications of Objective 3 data . The consid-
erable evidence resulting from Objective 3 data suggests
that small school environments provide opportunities for
students to approach learning tasks in a variety of ways,
to interact in a variety of learning group patterns, and
to engage actively in a variety of rules, including
leader-participant-follower. It can be implied from this
evidence that small school environments make possible
learning conditions which research has consistently shown
to be likely to foster children's learning.
Additionally, evidence suggests that ways to
increase teacher-student interaction time, which was
revealed by Objective 2 data to be of concern to both
parents and teachers, should be considered. Information/
instructional delivery systems used in small schools
could be assessed to determine whether alternative, per-
haps less conventional, instructional methods might be
utilized to increase the amount of individual time spent
with students. For example, microcomputer technology
might make an important contribution to the curriculum of
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small rural schools in which teachers are overburdened
with preparations in advanced subject areas at several
grade levels. Since educational costs are an especially
important factor in small rural schools, the relatively
small expense of transmitting information, as compared
with the expense of transporting specialists, is signi-
ficant. Inservice training would be necessary to assist
teachers in understanding how instructional technology
can be useful, and to prepare teachers in the use of
newer technological devices. Such an effort could be
accomplished through regional small school cooperatives.
Objective 4. To describe the nature of student inter-
actions within the instructional settings of the sampled
schools .
Major findings . Question 4, A is concerned with
the extent to which student-student interactions were in
evidence in the sampled schools. Findings indicate that
such interactions are in evidence to a considerable
extent, including both same-age and cross-age interac-
tions, and that these interactions occur frequently and
are often independent of teacher direction. Group work
and independent inquiry are often self -motivated and
self -directed. Most tasks are approached and
accomplished in a cooperative and non-competitive manner.
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Question 4,B is concerned with the extent to
which students made use of both material and human
resources in the accomplishment of instructional tasks.
Findings reveal the use of a wide range of methods to
gain access to information, including the use of both
same-age and different-age students, the use of the
teacher as a resource, and the use of a variety of
instructional materials.
Implications of Objective 4 data
. A substantial
amount of evidence regarding student-student interactions
indicates that such interactions occur frequently and are
often self-motivated and self-directed, and that students
engaged in instructional activities with other students
make use of a wide range of material and human resources.
Research has shown that the factor of small size contri-
butes to the possibility that these kinds of interactions
will occur, and that such interactions are positive con-
ditions for learning.
Finally, the implication can be made that, since
most tasks are approached and accomplished in a
cooperative, non-competitive manner, part III of the
observation instrument which provided the data for
Objective 4 might be a practical tool for teachers, both
in one-room schools and in larger elementary schools, for
assessing conditions for cooperative, individualistic,
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and competitive student behaviors in their classrooms or
schools
.
Recommendations for Further Research
and Practical Action
The remainder of this chapter will suggest
studies that will extend the meaning of this investi-
gation for educators, and will discuss further research
suggested by the findings of this study. Practical
action programs will then be recommended.
Further research . First, a psychometric study is
recommended to improve the validity and reliability of
the Rural School Environment Survey, and to make possible
the interpretation of data at a high level of confidence.
Also, a replication study is suggested, using a larger
sample size, to extend the present investigation and to
allow identification of patterns among one-room
educational settings with more confidence. Selection
from a more varied geographical area, even national in
scope, is also recommended to provide a broader base of
information regarding the nature of student perceptions
in these smallest learning environments.
A comparison study is also recommended, using a
larger sample size of both hilltown schools and island
schools. A comparison of perceptions of students from
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these two geographically different environments would
Provide further information about the apparent
relationship between the two factors of variable scores
and geographic location which was indicated by the
present study.
Additionally
,
it is suggested that the 1981-82
combined citizenship and social studies survey developed
by the National Assessment of Educational Progress be
administered in one-room schools nation-wide and in
larger elementary school settings. Accumulated evidence
reflects that students in rural environments tend to
achieve relatively high scores on the NAEP surveys in
these two areas. Traditionally, however, the NAEP
reports have not differentiated between small rural
schools and rural schools generally. The 1981-82
assessment, based on a new set of objectives, was
developed in 1978-79. An investigation should be
conducted to reveal whether small size is, indeed, a
factor in the development of personal beliefs and values,
effective personal interactions, and commitment to civic
and social responsibility, all of which are emphasized in
the 1978-79 NAEP objectives.
Finally, a research study designed to identify
relationships between achievement test scores of students
in one-room schools and students in larger elementary
schools nation-wide is suggested. As was discussed in
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Chapter II, relatively few studies have attempted to
relate school climate to learning outcomes, either in
terms of attitude change or gains in achievement scores.
Data from a study of relationships between specific
environmental variables and student achievement could
indicate whether there are positive relationships between
student sense of involvement and high achievement scores,
for example. Such data could be of significance to
school planners in determining what constitutes a
desirable instructional setting for particular popula-
tions of students.
Practical action . Lawrence Cremin reminds us in Public
Education of a remark by Dewey on the occasion of his
90th birthday: "Democracy begins in conversation." It
is suggested here, in this final section of chapter V,
that action also begins in conversation. Although there
may be disagreement as to the answers to important
questions about actions to be taken, the questions must
be asked so that there will be dialogue and conversation,
lengthy and continual. Inasmuch as this study has been a
conversation about the learning environments of small
schools, this final section of the study is a call to
105action.
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Three action proposals are advanced, each con-
cerning a dimension of learning environments inherently
characteristic of one-room rural schools: 1) cross-age
interactions within schools; 2) connections between
incidental and intentional learning; and 3) a commonality
of curriculum while maintaining individualization of
instruction
.
First, schools must provide opportunities for
students to associate with other students, both older and
younger, in realistic social situations in which they
participate in responsible problem-solving and decision-
making activities. Further, schools must design ways in
which these activities will be perceived by the student-
participants to be valuable contributions to the social
(school) unit. Such opportunities are not only necessary
for elementary children, but are especially important for
adolescents and high school students. Urie Bronf enbrenner
put forth, in his 1970 study, Two Worlds of Childhood:
U. S. and U. S. S.R. , the theory that we can expect to see
increasing alienation, indifference, and even antagonism
leading to violence on the part of the younger generation,
in all parts of our society, as we continue to remove
parents and other adults, even older youth, from partici-
pation in the lives of children.
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The organization of our high schools, in particu-
lar, must be examined to determine how we might strengthen
the ordinary processes of socialization between youth and
the rest of society, including interactions with both adults
and younger children. The unnatural segregation of youth
by educational institutions into rigidly defined age groups
communicates a dichotomous message. To expect our young
people to make sense of their educational experience in such
unlifelike school settings is, at best, unrealistic.
Next, schools must devise approaches to learning
that will involve all youth in a variety of constructive
adult activities, requiring them to take on increased
responsibility, as a means of lessening the distance be-
tween incidental learning and intentional learning that
has been created by excessively large and bureaucratic
school organization. Incidental learning, which derives
from shared activity, is too often subsumed by the inten-
tional learning promoted through schooling. In a paper
concerned with future responsibilities of education pre-
pared for American Education
,
Ralph Tyler discusses the
orderly and effective transition of youth, from childhood
to constructive participation as adults, as one of the
major responsibilities facing tomorrow's educators. He
suggests that arrangements must be made for allowing the
work of formal schooling and community service to be
carried out cooperatively.
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the last decade, this issue has been
addressed in Youth: Transition to Adulthood (President's
Science Advisory Committee, 1974), The Reform of Second-
ary Education (the Kettering report, 1973), and "The
Education of Adolescents," a report commissioned by the
U.S. Office of Education. Cooperative work-study
arrangements have become an accepted part of the curricu-
lum of this country's community colleges, but we must
consider the advantages of cooperative links between
education and community for our high school students, as
well. Possibly much of the conflict within the lives of
our youth results from their attempts to resolve the
polarity which they perceive between the systematic and
deliberate agenda of schools and the reality of their
lives outside the confines of those institutions.
Student alienation within our very large high schools, in
particular, has reached alarming proportions. Manageable
size, as a factor able to reduce the perceptual distance
of incidental-intentional polarity, must be considered.
Combined with the necessity of re-examining ways
of connecting incidental and intentional learning
experiences is that of devising ways in which teachers
can be trained to make optimum use of both material and
human resources of the entire community. Members of the
community must be invited to become involved, in purpose-
ful ways, in the educational program of the school. The
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community and all its institutions must serve as a
learning laboratory for students. This kind of coopera-
tive arrangement is commonplace in many rural communities
in which students come to view themselves as contributors
and perceive their community and, consequently, their
education, as a personal responsibility.
Finally, schools must develop ways in which a
common curriculum can be offered for all learners without
tracking and, at the same time, provide opportunities for
individualization of instruction. The common curriculum,
assuring that no student is deprived of basic, common
knowledges and experiences, is characteristic of one-room
school settings, as are instructional processes which
provide individualized learning to the extent that each
learner can benefit from it. Recognizing that a
discussion of curricular versus instructional issues can
easily be reduced to a rhetorical discussion, the
suggestion is made that schools carefully define the
distinctions for themselves. We do not have to be
concerned with the frequency with which we ask the
questions, "What do we want our schools to do?" "What
knowledge should we have in common?" "What values should
the schools promote?" These are basic questions of
curriculum which bear repeating. Once answered, they
encourage the subsequent questions, "What kinds of
instructional processes will best promote these know-
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ledges, skills, and values?" and "What kinds of
instructional settings will be required?" John Goodlad
discusses commonality in What Schools Are For and
suggests: "If there is something that society does not
commonly do, and if this is what schools exist to do,
then schools had better commonly do it. Where individ-
ualization should be fostered is in what students get out
of what is commonly encountered."
The one-room school was, and is, the epitome of
the common school in this nation. Abilities generally
agreed to be important for all learners, such as the
ability to solve unfamiliar problems, to establish appro-
priate relationships, and to achieve personal goals, were
the basis of the curriculum. Instructional procedures
for accomplishing educational objectives differed accord-
ing to individual needs of each learner. A basic
learning difference, for example, is the variable of
instructional time required for mastery. Schools must
examine their instructional settings and determine
whether the allocation of available time is serving to
promote or hinder learning. If such an examination
reveals that existing instructional settings are far from
ideal, they must design ways in which those settings
might be improved. Inasmuch as large size is found to be
a negative factor, the reorganization of administrative
be indicated. Ways of creating alterna-structures may
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tive instructional settings within existing school build-
ings should be explored, with the emphasis on improvement
of instructional processes rather than on further
capital/plant expenditures. Such action is needed to
provide other options for children whose schooling is
presently confined to excessively large educational
institutions. The present study is valuable if it gives
cause to consider whether excessively large learning
environments should be designed simply because such
designs are technologically possible, and if it
stimulates a dialogue among educational researchers and
practitioners about the efficacy of small size.
This study began with the proposition that school
size is an alterable variable, and that there is some
evidence to suggest that conditions made possible by
small school size are likely to influence learning in a
positive way. The present descriptive study has been an
attempt to identify some of those conditions in small
rural school environments that are likely to promote
optimum learning. By describing the perceptions of
children, teachers, and parents toward those conditions
in their schools, and by providing further evidence that
perceptions can be used to effectively measure environ-
mental variables, the present investigation has made a
contribution to curriculum theory. The study has made a
practical contribution to the field of curriculum, as
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well, by extending existing knowledge of the learning
environments of one-room schools, thereby providing
information useful at the school level for making
decisions about the organization of effective environ-
ments for learning.
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SELECTED WRITTEN CORRESPONDENCE
WITH SCHOOLS
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SCHOOL OF EDUCATION
J/i*’ TT&Tn/rn&n i 6^-, f/aAAar&iAettS
//n/'iY’/’S*i/y ^ //s/AStfr/f/iSsS/S
y'/m&xM 0/fiOJ
Address
Superintendent of Schools
Dear Superintendent of Schools:
We are conducting a research study at this University
in which we are studying conditions in rural schools
that contribute to children's learning. Several one-
room schools in New England have been selected as the
population for the study. A description of the research
project is enclosed for your review.
One of the schools that has been selected in a random
sample to participate in the project is (name of school)
.
Will you please discuss our study, as outlined in the
project description, with the staff of this school. We
have also written a letter requesting the cooperation
of the teacher at the school, (name of teacher) . We
very much look forward to a positive response. We will
be telephoning the school within a few days to confirm
whether they wish to be included in the study.
Thank you for considering this proposal. We hope
that we will soon be cooperating with you in this
important study.
Respectfully,
Robert L. Sinclair, Director
Center for Curriculum Studies
School of Education
Jeanne Masson Douglas, Director
One-Room School Research Project
Center for Curriculum Studies
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SCHOOL OF EDUCATION
^n/iH’rU/y, 6 L^ ^6z<Liar/ia&?//±
S'tfm&rS/' 0/003
Address
Teacher of School
Dear (name of teacher)
:
I am a teacher presently engaged in a research
study regarding conditions in rural schools that
contribute to children's learning. Several one-room
schools in New England have been selected as the
population for the study. A description of the
research project is enclosed for your review.
Your school was selected in the random sample to
participate in the research project. Will you please
discuss our plans, as outlined in the project description,
with your students. If you decide you would like to be
included in the study, I will plan a visit to your
school at your convenience. I have set aside the months
of April and May for school visits.
I have also written to your superintendent of schools
informing him that we would like to include your school
as a study site. I hope that both of you will want to
join us in this important study.
Thank you for considering this proposal. A postcard
is enclosed for your convenience in replying. I look
forward to hearing from you soon.
Respectfully
,
Jeanne Masson Douglas, Director
One-Room School Research Project
Center for Curriculum Studies
Hills House North, Rm. 429
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SCHOOL OF EDUCATION
*
- S/aAAar/iuAetfr
//n/i'rrS//y ^ /faXU/rZ/tt.is//A
/mZZr*±/ r/roj
Address
Teacher of School
Dear (name of teacher)
:
I am so glad that you've decided to participate in
the One-Room School Research Project. I look forward
to meeting you and your students.
Now I must schedule visits with your school and the
other thirteen schools throughout New England that are
participating in the survey. Will you please complete
the form (below)
,
indicating on which of the two dates
you would like me to visit, and return it in the envelope
provided
.
If I have suggested impossible times, fill in a
date/time that would be convenient for you.
Thanks. See you soon.
Respectfully,
Jeanne M. Douglas
TO: Jeanne Douglas, One-Room School Research Project
FROM: at School
Please plan to visit our school on the date I have checked:
(month) (date) (time)
OR
(month) (date) (time)
Comments/Suaaes tions
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message side of postcard . .
.
TO: Jeanne Masson Douglas, Director
One-Room School Research Project
Yes, our school would like to participate in your
study
.
No, our school does not want to be included in the
study
Maybe, but we need more time to discuss the matter.
Please contact us within days for our decision.
We would like further information. Please call.
Our contact person is:
(name)
(address
)
(zip)
(telephone)
Sincerely
,
School
address/stamp side of postcard . .
.
School
Jeanne Masson Douglas
One-Room School Research Project
Leverett Road
Shutesbury
Massachusetts 01072
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Description of
The Survey of One-Room Rural Schools
What is the purpose of the project?
Recent concerns about the disadvantages of consol-
idating schools, and increased efforts to decentralize,
have caused the Center for Curriculum Studies at
UMass/Amherst to give priority status to the study of
learning environments of small rural schools. In an
effort to learn more about the distinctive learning
environments of one-room/one-teacher schools, the Center
has established the One-Room School Research Project.
It is believed that two particular conditions, each
of which is a natural part of one-room school settings,
contribute to children's learning. These conditions
are: 1) smallness ("bigness is not always better") and
2) cross-age interactions among students. The One-Room
School Research Project plans to describe these learning
conditions in selected one-room schools in New England.
What will the project do?
The study is a descriptive one, not a comparative one,
so the project is not primarily concerned with making
curricular comparisons among schools. Rather, our
intention is to describe, as accurately as possible.
255
positive learning conditions as they exist within a
single school setting. When comparisons are made,
school names will not be used; a code name assigned to
each school will assure anonymity.
How can participating schools be helpful?
Each school that wishes to participate in the study
will be asked to do three things:
1. Set aside a 50-minute block of time when students
can respond to a 42-item questionnaire (an oral
form will be provided for non-readers)
.
2. Permit a morning or afternoon classroom obser-
vation by the project director.
3. Permit informal interviewing of students by the
project director while she is at the school.
In addition, each school's teacher will be asked to
respond to a 42-item questionnaire, indicating her
perceptions of the school as a learning environment.
What will the project do for the participating school?
The project will provide each participating school
with: 1) a description of the school as a learning
environment as perceived by that school's students,
parents, and teacher; 2) other information resulting
from the study that will be helpful in making decisions
256
regarding curriculum matters; and 3) ideas about
specific ways in which various learning options can be
made available for children in one-room schools when
resources are limited.
Robert L. Sinclair
Director
Center for Curriculum Studies
Jeanne Masson-Douglas
Director
One-Room School Research
Project
APPENDIX B
RSES : FORM W ITEMS, BY VARIABLE
257
RSES : FORM W ITEMS, BY VARIABLE
AUTONOMY
3. Students in this school are very quick to tell the
teacher about things that should be changed. (T)
5. Students in this school are not allowed to work by
themselves. (F)
6. Most students in this school are afraid to argue
for what they think is right. (T)
29. The teacher often makes the students check with her
because she thinks they will make mistakes. (F)
30. Students often work in small groups of about two or
three without the teacher. (T)
33. Students often tell the teacher what they would
like to study. (T)
39. Students in this school usually do not disagree
with the teacher's ideas. (F)
EQUITY
15. All students who are caught doing something wrong
in this school are treated fairly. (T)
24. In this school, some students are teacher's pets
and get all the "breaks." (F)
25. The teacher usually checks every student to make
sure everybody finishes their schoolwork. (T)
27. It is hard for some students to get the teacher
to like them. (F)
32. Some students in this school know they can get away
with doing something wrong. (F)
35. Some students get good grades in this school by
pretending to like the teacher. (F)
38. Some students have it easier than others because
the teacher likes them better. (F)
HUMANISM
1. This school encourages students to be polite. (T)
4. If students are unhappy in this school, the teacher
will ask them about it. (T)
7. Students in this school enjoy having many chances to
help other students. (T)
10. Students in this school often interrupt impolitely
when someone else is talking. (F)
14. The teacher tries very hard to help the students in
this school. (T)
22. The teacher does not give students a chance to do
things like drawing, painting, singing, or playing
a musical instrument. (F)
259
40. Most students in this school are not encouraged
to talk about such things as poetry, music, or
painting. (F)
INVOLVEMENT
8. This school is a place in which the ideas of
students are not important. (F)
9. Students are seldom asked to do something for the
school. (F)
13. The teacher does not ask students if they need extra
help with their lessons. (F)
16. Students in this school have a chance to help plan
some of their schoolwork. (T)
19. The teacher in this school invites students to
discuss problems they are having. (T)
21. Students in this school are not asked to help to
make rules. (F)
28. Students like to stay around after school gets out
whenever possible. (T)
MORALE
12. Students think that most things about this school
are just fine. (T)
17. Many of the students in this school do not like the
rules. (F)
20. Many students in this school enjoy helping each
other with their classwork. (T)
31. The students work together like one big family. (T)
34. Many students in this school get into trouble with
the teacher. (F)
36. Many students in this school do not behave while
they are on the playground. (F)
41. Many of the students are unhappy about this school.
(F)
OPPORTUNITY
2. In this school, there are not enough exhibits,
pictures, and photographs for students to look
at * (F)
, ,
11. Students in this school have many books and other
materials to help them learn. (T)
18. Sometimes students in this school are asked to
watch television programs about something they are
studying. (T)
23. Students in this school sometimes take field trips
to interesting places. (T)
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26. In this school, students have many chances to listen
to music. (T)
37. The teacher does not often answer our questions. (F)
42. The teacher seldom arranges for students to use the
library. (F)
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Rural School Research Project
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STUDENT INTRODUCTION
We are interested in your ideas about the type of
school you go to. You know a lot about the school
because you have played on its playground and studied
in the schoolroom. We are asking you to be a reporter
and tell your thoughts about your school.
Please understand that this is not a test and so
there are no right or wrong answers. In fact, we do not
even ask you to write your name on the booklet. We just
want your honest ideas about your school.
There are 42 sentences about one-room schools in
this booklet. Please mark each sentence TRUE or FALSE.
1
264
How To Mark Sentences
When you chink a sentence Cells how chings usually
are in your school, mark chac sencence TRUE by puccing
a n/ in Che under TRUE on che page of sencences.
(Check TRUE if you chink che sencence Cells whac usually
happens ac school, or whac mighc happen ac school, or if
ic Cells how people usually acc or feel chere.)
Check FALSE if che sencence is noc Crue, noc che
way chings usually are in your school. (Puc a \/in che
under FALSE if you chink che sencence does noc
cell how people acc or feel ac your school.)
Here is a sample showing you how Co mark a sencence:
T F
(TRUE) (FALSE)
SAMPLE 12. I am a sCudenC in Chis
school
.
Now curn Co che nexc page and begin. Have fun!
2
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HOW I FEEL ABOUT MY SCHOOL
Now I am ready .to mark each of the sentences in
this booklet telling how I_ feel about this school.
I will remember that the sentences are about the
whole school. They are not about myself, or about
individual students, but about the way things are for
many students in my school.
I will think about each sentence carefully and
answer as honestly as I can.
I will take my time and mark only one space for
each sentence. I will make sure that all sentences are
marked
.
3
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1.
This school encourages students to be
polite
.
2.
In this school, there are not enough
exhibits, pictures, and photographs
for students to look at.
3.
Students in this school are very quick
to tell the teacher about things that
should be changed.
4.
If students are unhappy in this school,
the teacher will ask them about it.
5. Students in this school are not allowed
to work by themselves.
6. Most students in this school are
afraid to argue for what they think
is right.
7. Students in this school enjoy having
many chances to help other students.
8.
This school is a place in which the
ideas of students are not important.
9.
Students are seldom asked to do some-
thing for the school.
4
T
O
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
F
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10
.
11
.
12
.
13.
Students in this school often interrupt
impolitely when someone else is talking.
Students in this school have many books
and other materials to help them learn.
Students think that most things about
this school are just fine.
The teacher does not ask students if
they need extra help with their lessons.
T
O
o
o
o
F
14.
The teacher tries very hard to help
the students in this school. O
15.
All students who are caught doing
something wrong in this school are
treated fairly.
O
16.
Students in this school have a chance
to help plan some of their school-
work.
O
17.
Many of the students in this school
do not like the rules. O
18.
Sometimes students in this school
are asked to watch television pro-
grams about something they are study-
ing.
O
19.
The teacher in this school invites
students to discuss problems they
are having.
O
5
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20.
Many students in this school enjoy
helping each other with their class-
work.
T F
21.
Students in this school are not
asked to help to make rules. O
22.
The teacher does not give students
a chance to do things like drawing,
painting, singing, or playing a
musical instrument.
o
23.
Students in this school sometimes
take field trips to interesting
places
.
O
24.
In this school, some students are
teacher's pets and get all the
" breaks.
"
O
25
.
The teacher usually checks every
student to make sure everybody
finishes their schoolwork.
O
26.
In this school, students have many
chances to listen to music. O
27.
It is hard for some students to get
the teacher to like them. O
28.
Students like to stay around after
school gets out whenever possible. o
6
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29.
The teacher often makes the students
check with her because she thinks
they will make mistakes.
T F
o30.
Students often work in small groups
of about two or three without the
teacher
.
O31.
The students work together like one
big family. O
32.
Some students in this school know
they can get away with doing some-
thing wrong.
O
33.
Students often tell the teacher what
they would like to study. O
34.
Many students in this school get
into trouble with the teacher. O
35.
Some students get good grades in
this school by pretending to like
the teacher.
O
36
.
Many students in this school do not
behave while they are on the play-
ground .
O
3?. The teacher does not often answer
our questions. O
7
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38. Some students have it easier than
others because the teacher likes
them better.
T F
o
39. Students in this 'school usually do
not disagree with the teacher's ideas.
40.
Most students in this school are not
encouraged to talk about such things
as poetry, music, or painting.
O
41.
Many of the students are unhappy
about this school. O
42.
The teacher seldom arranges for
students to use the library. o
8
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THANK YOU!
Thank you for helping with our survey.
Thank you for telling us about your school.
Rural School Research Project
The Center for Curriculum Studies
University of Massachusetts
10
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RSES : FORM O ITEMS, BY VARIABLE
273
274
RSES : FORM O ITEMS, BY VARIABLE
AUTONOMY
4. Do you children get upset a lot because you don't
want to do what the teacher wants you to do? (N)
10.
* Do you always wait for the teacher to tell you what
to do (instead of trying to do things by yourself)?
(N)
12. Dokyou children speak up and say so when you have
a good idea? (Y)
18. Do you always tell the teacher right away when
something is wrong? (N)
EQUITY
9. Do some children in this school get away with doing
things that are wrong? (N)
11. Does your teacher check every one of you to make
sure you finish your work? (Y)
19. Do the children in this school have a hard time
getting the teacher to like them? (N)
HUMANISM
1.
* Do you children remember to say 'please' and
'thank you' in this school? (Y)
5. Do many children interrupt impolitely when other
children are talking? (N)
7. Do you children get a lot of chances to draw and
paint and sing in this school? (Y)
17. When you children are feeling unhappy, does your
teacher usually try ot help you to feel better? (Y)
INVOLVEMENT
3. In this school, do you sometimes help each other to
do your schoolwork? (Y)
13. Do you sometimes plan for yourself what you are
going to do in school? (Y)
15. Do you wish you could help to write things on the
chalkboard more often? (N)
MORALE
2. Do most of you children behave when you are on the
playground? (Y)
16. Do lots of the rules in this school make you
unhappy? (N)
20. Do the children here like this school? (Y)
275
OPPORTUNITY
6. Does your teacher sometimes ask you children to
watch television? (Y)
8. Do you take fieldtrips to interesting places? (Y)
14. Do you think that the children in this school
should have more library books to read? (N)
*(10) : Not included in data analysis because widely
mi sinterpreted
*(1)
:
Used as example; not included in findings
APPENDIX E
RSES : FORM O QUESTIONS
AND RESPONSE SHEET
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var
.
H
M
I
A
H
O
H
O
E
A
E
A
RSES : FORM O
ORAL QUESTIONNAIRE
20 ITEMS
TIME: 20 MINS. APPROX.
Y 1 . Do you children remember to say "please"
and "thank you" in this school?
Y 2 . Do most of you children behave when you are
on the playground?
Y 3. In this school, do you help each other to
do arithmetic problems?
N 4. Do you children get upset a lot because
you don 1 1 want to do what the teacher
wants you to do?
N 5 . Do many children interrupt impolitely when
other children are talking?
Y 6. Does your teacher somtimes ask you children
to watch television to learn more about
something you are doing in school?
Y 7. Does your teacher help you a lot with
drawing or painting, or singing?
Y 8. Do you take field trips to interesting
places?
N 9. Do some children get away with doing
things that are wrong?
N 10. Do you children always wait for the teacher
to tell you what to do - instead of trying
to do some things by yourself?
Y 11. Does your teacher check every one of you
to make sure you finish your work?
Y 12. Do you children speak up and say so when
you have a good idea?
Y 13. Do you children sometimes plan for your-
self what you're going ot do in school?
I
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0 N 14. Do you think that the children in this
school should have more libray books to
read?
I N 15. Do you wish you could help to write things
on the chalk board more often?
M N 16. Do lots of the rules in this school make
you unhappy?
H Y 17. When you children are feeling unhappy,
does your teacher try to help you?
A Y 18. Do you always tell the teacher right away
when something is wrong?
E N 19. Do the children in this school have a hard
time getting the teacher to like them?
M Y 20. Do the children here like this school?
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APPENDIX F
TEACHER/PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE:
WHAT DO YOU THINK OF YOUR ONE-ROOM SCHOOL
280
281
WHAT DO YOU THINK OF YOUR ONE-ROOM SCHOOL?
A Questionnaire: 1-Room School Survey '81
1. A number of things that may have a good effect on the
education that students receive in your community's
one-room school are listed at #1_ on your Response
Sheet. Put a check mark ( ) after any five (5)
from the list of 15 suggestions which you think are
particularly important.
2. In your opinion, who should have the greatest
influence in deciding what is taught in this school
- the federal government, the state government, or
the local school board? Check one.
3. Do you think that your local one-room school gives
enough attention, or not enough attention, to reading,
writing, and arithmetic?
4. Do you think that the local public school system
gives enough attention, or not enough attention, to
reading, writing, and arithmetic?
5. In your opinion, should or should not parents be
asked to meet with school personnel before each new
school semester to examine the grades, test scores,
and career goals for each child and to work out
a program to be followed both in school and at home?
6. Should a student be able to progress through the
school system at his own speed and without regard to
the usual grade levels? This would mean that he
might study 7th grade math, but only 5th grade
English. Would you favor or oppose such a plan in
the local schools?
7. Listed at #_7 on your Response Sheet are some student
behavior problems which may occur in school. In
your opinion, who should deal with each kind of
problem - should it be the parents, the school, or
the courts? Check P for parents, S for school, and
C for courts.
8. Would you favor or oppose instruction in the schools
that would deal with morals or moral behavior?
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continuation
Questionnaire
1-ROOM SCHOOL SURVEY
page two9.
What do you think the new federal Department of
Education should give special attention to in the
few years? Check five of the areas listed in #_9
of the Response Sheet which you think are most
important
.
10. Many families who come from other countries have
children who cannot speak English. Should or
should not these children be required to learn
English in special classes before they are enrolled
in the public schools?
11. Should students spend more time than they now do
learning about other nations of the world and the
way people live there, or do you think they spend
enough time now?
12. The number of one-parent families in the U.S. is
growing each year due to the high divorce rate, and
it is predicted that nearly half of the children
born in 1980 will live, for a considerable period
of time, with only one parent. Because of this,
some people believe that the schools must find new
ways to deal with the children from these broken
homes. Of course, this will cost more money.
At #12 on your Response Sheet, there are three
proposals. For each one, tell me whether you think
it would be a good idea or a poor idea for the
schools here.
13. Would you like to have a child of yours take up
teaching in the public schools as a career?
14. How important are schools in one's future success
- extremely important, fairly important, or not
too important?
15. How much confidence do you, yourself, have in the
American institutions listed in #15 to serve the
public's needs - a great deal of confidence, a
fair amount, or very little?
16. It costs taxpayers about $2 an hour for each student
for each class he or she attends — or about $10 for
each school day. Are these figures higher, lower,
or about the same as you had thought?
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continuation
Questionnaire
1-ROOM SCHOOL SURVEY
page three
17. Many schools across the country are concerned that
citizenship education is not an important part of
the curriculum. How well do you think that your
one-room school prepares students in such areas as
everyday law, everyday economics, and the rights
and responsibilities of citizens in a democracy?
18. Are you now taking, or have you ever taken, any
courses in an adult education program?
19. Students are often given the grades A, B, C, D, and
Fail to denote the quality of their work. Suppose
your child's one-room school was graded in this
way. What grade would you give this school - A, B,
C, D, or Fail?
20. A. What do you think are the biggest problems
with which your child's school must deal?
(List them at #20. A.)
B. What do you think are the biggest weaknesses.
of this school? (List them at #20. B.)
C. What do you think are the greatest strengths
of this school? (List them at #20. C.)
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RESPONSE SHEET for
WHAT DO YOU THINK OF YOUR
ONE-ROOM SCHOOL?
1. (check five)
A. advanced classes
for the gifted
L. teachers and
principals per-
B. careful check on
student progress
and effort
sonally inter-
ested in prog-
ress of stu-
dents
C. emphasis on
basics such as
reading, writing
and computation
M. useful materials
and adequate
supplies
D. extracurricular
activities
N. well educated
teachers and
principals
E. good parent-
teacher rela-
tionships
0. wide variety
of vocational
courses
F. high goals and
expectations on
part of students
P. don't know
G. multi-age group-
ing (classes of
children of
different ages
working to-
gether)
2. A. the federal
government
B. the state
government
H. an orderly but
not rigid
atmosphere
C. the local
government
D. don't know
I. small classes
J. special classes
for handicapped
students
3. A. enough
attention
K. successful
athletic teams
B. not enough
attention
C. don't know
4. A.
285
enough
attention
B. not enough
attention
C. don't know
P S C
G. stealing
money,
clothing
from
students
A. yes, favor this
plan
8. A. favor
B. oppose
B. no, do not
favor it C. don ' t know
C. don
' t know
9. (check five)
6. A. favor
B. oppose
C. no opinion
P S C
7. A. skipping
school
B. vandalism
of school
property
C. bringing
weapons to
school
D. fighting
in school
E. striking a
teacher
F. using
alcohol
or drugs
at school
A. basic education
(reading,
writing, arith-
metic)
B. better educa-
tional use of
television
C. community
education (using
the community as
a resource)
D. developing
individual
educational
plans for each
child
E. helping more
students
obtain a college
education
F. helping stu-
dents choose
careers
286
G. improving 1
opportunities for
women and minor-
ities
H. improving
teacher training
and education
I. international
education, in-
cluding foreign
language study
1
J. life-long learning
(continuing
education through-
out adult life)
K. parent training
(helping parents
to be more in-
volved in their
children '
s
education)
L. pre-school
education
M. providing more
opportunities
for gifted
students
N. vocational
training
(training
students for
jobs)
. A. should spend
more time
B. spend enough
time now
C. should spend
less time
D. don ' t know
. A. extremely
important
B. fairly
important
C. not too
important
D. no opinion
Great Fair Very
Deal amount Little
A. the church
B. the public schools
C. the courts
10. A. yes, they should
B. no, they
should not
D. local government
E. state government
C. don't know
F. national government
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20 . A List of biggest
PROBLEMS
G. labor unions
H. big business
20.
B
List of biaaest
WEAKNESSES
A. higher
B. lower
C. about the same
20.
C
List of Greatest
STRENGTHS
17.
A. prepares them
very well
B. prepares them
well
C. does not
prepare them
well
18.
A. yes
B . no
C . don ' t know
THANK YOU for helping with
this survey! Now answer
the questions about your-
self on the next page and
return the Response Sheets
in the envelope provided.
Thanks again.
19.
A. rating - A
B. rating - B
C. rating - C
D. rating - D
E. rating - Fail
F. don't know
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TEACHER INFORMATION SHEET1.
For how many years have you taught school?
2.
For how many of those years did you teach
in a one-room school?
3.
For how many years have you taught in
this one-room school?
4.
There are many people who continue to think that
large, consolidated schools are the best kind of
institution for children.
There are also many people who believe that "small
is beautiful" and that small-sized schools are
better able to help children to learn.
A. In your opinion, as a teacher in a one-room
school, what is the most important advantage
(in terms of children's learning) of a small-
sized school?
B. Again, in your opinion as a one-room-school
teacher, what is the most serious disadvantage
(in terms of children's learning) of a small-
sized school?
Other Comments
:
APPENDIX G
CITIZENSHIP EDUCATION QUESTIONNAIRE
289
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CITIZENSHIP EDUCATION
A QUESTIONNAIRE FOR TEACHERS
Many schools across the country are concerned that
citizenship education is not an important part of the
curriculum. When children leave your community's
one-room school, how well prepared are they in
citizenship education?
Mark each statement below as to whether you think
that the students from your one-room school leave very
well prepared (VW)
,
well prepared (W)
,
or not well
prepared (NW) in citizenship education.
**********
VW W NW
A. Regarding social and political par -
ticipation , how well do they under-
stand the importance of
1. individual democratic action
2. responsible membership
B. Regarding everyday law , how well do
they understand the basics of
3. due process
4. criminal law
5. civil and consumer law
C. Regarding everyday economics , how
well do they understand the basics of
6. consumer choice
7. career choice
8 . the American economic system
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Citizenship Education Questionnaire, continued...
D. Regarding interpersonal and
interqroup relations
, how well
are they able to
9.
understand themselves
10. accept others
11. understand the dynamics of
intergroup relationships .......
E. Regarding resolving issues and
solving problems
,
how well are they
able to
12. apply decision-making techniques
13. apply problem-solving techniques
F. Regarding constitutional principles
and basic values , how well do they
understand
14. our foundation documents
15. the principles of civil rights
and civil liberties
16. the concept of civic responsi-
bility
G. Regarding American government , how
familiar are they with
17. its history
*18. its operation
19. its concerns
20. ways in which they, as individ-
uals, can affect it
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Citizenship Education Questionnaire, continued...
Your name (not required)
:
What is the grade range in your school? From
through
.
Approximately how many students "graduate" from your
school each year?
APPENDIX H
OBSERVATION INSTRUMENT
293
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SCHOOL: page 1
DATE: TIME:
OBSERVATION
,
PART I: COMPOSITION/CONFIGURATION OF GROUPS
OBSERVATION, PART II: TIME ALLOCATION/MONITORING
INDICATION OBSERVED EVIDENCE
TCHR INTERVIEW
1. Unlimited time Students record
progress on individ-
ual assignment
sheet
.
2- Monitored time Students encouraged
to meet self-
imposed time
commitments
.
3 . Time reminders
4. Time pressure
5. Time pressure
with penalty-
Students reminded
of time. Avail-
able time not
inflexible.
Students arbitrar-
ily reminded, pres-
sured. Available
time dictates what
is done.
Students pressured
to "finish on time,"
admonished or pen-
alized if they do
not
.
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SCHOOL: page 2
DATE: TIME:
OBSERVATION, PART III: STUDENT INTERACTIONS
COOPERATIVE INDIVIDUALISTIC COMPETITIVE
1. ARE STUDENTS INTERACTING?
Yes, very
much sol
Often Seldom Very little
Seldom
No, not
at all
5 4 3 2 1
2. WHAT TYPE OF INTERACTION IS TAKING PLACE?
Continual
on-task
interaction
Frequent
sharing,
helping
Occasional
sharing,
helping
Working
alone
,
ignoring
others
Working
alone, but
aware of
others
5 4 3 2 1
3. WHAT METHODS ARE STUDENTS USING TO COMPLETE TASKS?
Much group
work, all
ages, shar-
ing info
. ,
resources
Some group
work, chil-
dren of
of differ-
ent ages
doing dif-
ferent
oarts
Little
group work,
same-age
children
,
some pool-
ing of
ideas
Solo work,
on-task
with no
reference
to others
Solo work,
striving
to work
faster
,
better than
others
5 4 3 2 1
4. ARE STUDENTS BEING ,ATTENTIVE TO OTHER STUDENTS?
Very atten-
tive, lis-
tening to
and some-
times re-
sponding to
ideas from
ch. in an-
other
activity
Very atten-
tive en-
couraging
ideas from
ch. of all
ages in the
group
Attentive
to others,
accepting
of ideas
from ch.
of all
ages
Hearing
other ch
.
,
but dis-
regarding
their
comments
Students
aren 1 t
hearing
other '
s
comments
5 4 3 2
1
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5. FROM WHOM ARE STUDENTS SEEKING/RECEIVING HELP?
From each
other
,
older and
younger
,
(cross-
age tutor-
ial
5
From same-
age peers
(peer tu-
toring)
From
resources
with a
partner
From
resources
only
From
teacher
only
4 3 2 1
APPENDIX I
LEARNING GROUP COMPOSITION/CONFIGURATION
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LEARNING GROUP COMPOSITION/CONFIGURATION,
ACCORDING TO INSTRUCTIONAL PURPOSE AND LEARNER ROLE
298
COMPOSITION/
LEARNER ROLE
1 . The Learner
Alone
Independent
Study (1/A)
2 . The Learner
with Facil-
itator
Apprentice-
ship/Intern-
ship (2/A)
3 . The Learner
with Another
Learner
PURPOSE/ INTERACTION PATTERN
DESCRIPTION
Skill devel- Information-receiving
opment; cog-
nitive devel-
opment .
Learner en-
gaging in
self-instruc-
tional activi-
ties; progress-
ing at own
rate
.
Skill devel-
opment; super-
vised practical
experience
.
Learner super-
vised by master
craftsperson
.
Information -receiving
Skill develop-
ment; cognitive
development.
Two learners
exchanging
information on
a one-to-one
basis
.
Informat ion -sharingLearning
Partnership
(3/C)
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Instructional Configurations, continued...
COMPOSITION/
LEARNER ROLE
Tutorial
( 3/B)
4 . The Learner
Within A Small
Group
Class (4/C)
Debate (4/C)
PURPOSE/
DESCRIPTION
Cognitive
development
.
Learner
working with
another learner
to help in
self -directed
inquiry
.
Cognitive
development
.
Learners meet-
ing at a spec-
ified time,
over a pre-
determined
length of time,
usually with a
continuing
teacher
.
Experience
in consider-
ing opposing
views ; prac-
tice in toler-
ance .
Learners as
individuals or
teams, confront
ing to present/
defend differ-
ent points-of-
view
.
INTERACTION PATTERN
Information -giving
Information -sharing
Information-sharing
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Instructional Configurations, continued...
COMPOSITION/ PURPOSE/ INTERACTION PATTERN
LEARNER ROLE DESCRIPTION
Di scussion
Group (4/C)
Decision- Information-sharing
making
;
problem-
solving .
Learners
sharing ideas
and experiences
with a large
degree of par-
ticipation .
Listening
Group (4/C)
Cognitive
development
.
Learners as-
semble in small
groups to re-
ceive informa-
tion via radio,
tv, etc.
,
dis-
cussing con-
cepts, ideas
presented
.
Information -sharing
Seminar (4/C)
5 . The Entire
(School) Group
Lecture Group
(5/A)
Cognitive
development
;
problem-
solving.
Small number
of learners
sharing know-
ledge of a
speci f ic
topic with a
high level of
participation
.
Information-sharing
Learners lis-
tening to a
presentation
by an expert
on a given
subject
.
Information-receiving
0
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Instructional Configuration, continued...
COMPOSITION/
LEARNER ROLE
PURPOSE/
DESCRIPTION
6. Group of
Unspecified
Size
Forum (6/A) Cognitive
development
.
Learners ques-
tioning the
presentors
,
as audience
participants
.
Demonstration
(6/B)
Cognitive
development
.
Learner as
experimenter
,
presenting
ideas or
practices
.
Panel (6/B) Cognitive
development
;
problem-
solving;
decision-
making .
Small number of
learners ex-
changing ideas
before an audi-
ence .
INTERACTION PATTERN
Information-receivi
£9
P-POS'Po0
cgrafro
Information-giving
o
Information-giving
ng
Instructional Configuration, continued...
COMPOSITION/
LEARNER ROLE
Action Project
(6/C)
Learning Pro-
ject (6/C)
Studycade
(6/C)
PURPOSE/ INTERACTION PATTERN
DESCRIPTION
Action- Information-sharing
oriented;
problem-
solving ;
skill devel-
opemnt
.
Learners taking
action on a
problem, en-
gaging in activ-
ities designed
to increase
their knowledge
and to improve
their skills
as change agents.
Cognitive
development.
Learners vol-
untarily in-
volving them-
selves in a
series of re-
lated self-
planned activi
ties .
Decision-
making .
Learners pre-
paring for anc
participating
discussions of
a trip, tour.
In formation -sharing
Informat ion -sharing
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Instructional Configuration, continued...
COMPOSITION/ PURPOSE/ INTERACTION PATTERN
LEARNER ROLE DESCRIPTION
Workshop
(6/C)
Development Information-sharing
of individual
skills; prob-
lem-solving .
Learners work-
ing toward the
achievement of
the goals of
the larger
group
.
symbols :
o
0 *
-
learner
leader, facilitator
instructional program, materials
4
audience
direction of communicat ion( s)
APPENDIX J
SELECTED WRITTEN CORRESPONDENCE
WITH PARENTS
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COVER MEMO
from
TO
SUBJECT
UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS
AMHERST
MEMOR AN DUM
Jeanne Douglas DATE May/June 1981
the Parents of Children Attending One-Room Schools
The One-Room School Research Project
I am a Vermonter who attended one-room schools from
grade 1 through grade 6 . I am now a teacher and am
directing a research project for the University of
Massachusetts in which we are studying one-room
schools in New England.
I am personally visiting several one-room schools to
ask teachers, students, and parents what they think
about their school.
Because your child attends one of the schools which
I have visited, I would like to know your feelings
about the kinds of learning experiences that are
available in the school. Will you please share your
thoughts with me by reading the questions on the
enclosed questionnaire and checking off your answers
on the response sheets ? (If you want more than one
set of response sheets, so that more than one parent
can express their opinions, your child's teacher
will provide you with more.)
When you have completed the response sheets, return
them to the school in the envelope provided. (Do
not sign the answer sheets unless you want to.)
Your child's teacher will collect the sealed
envelopes from all parents and mail them to me.
Thank you for your help in completing the one-room
school survey. A copy of the survey results will
be sent to your child's school as soon as it is
completed
.
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SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE
WHAT DO YOU THINK OF YOUR ONE -ROOM SCHOOL?
A Questionnaire: 1 -Room School Survey '81
-Ou I~?n ~Q— -0— -fl- -0^ ^^ ^^^ -0- ^ -0—^^^^““““““““ww“wwwwwww f3?“ f3? f3?
(SEE Appendix F for
two-page question-
naire.)
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RESPONSE SHEET
RESPONSE SHEET for
WHAT DO YOU THINK OF YOUR
„
ONE -ROOM SCHOOL?
(SEE Appendix F for
three-page response
sheet.)
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CHECKLIST
PARENT INFORMATION
What is your relationship to your child (children) in this
school?
mother
father
grandparent
guardian
other ( )
How many children do you have in this school?
one
two
three
more than three ( )
What grade (s) are the children in?
K
1-3
4-6
other ( )
How many years have you had children in one- room schools?
just this year
two years
more than two years ( years)
(This space is for your comments or questions.)
APPENDIX K
SCHOOL SCORES, RSES : FORM W AND FORM O
309
RSES
:
WRITTEN
FORM
SCHOOL
SCORES
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APPENDIX L
RANK ORDER OF HIGHEST AND
LOWEST SCORING SCHOOLS
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12
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
313
RANK ORDER OF HIGHEST AND LOWEST
SCORING SCHOOLS ON EACH OF SIX
VARIABLES
RSES: FORM W
AUTONOMY EQUITY HUMANISM INVOLVEMENT MORALE OPPORTUNITY
D 12 F 14 J 14 F 14 L 14 D 14
M 11 L 14 N 14 L 14 M 13 K 14
N 11 N 14 F 13 E 13 E 12 L 14
E 10 I 13 K 13 J 12 J 12 N 14
K 10 B 12 B 12 I 11 K 12 F 13
L 10 C 12 D 12 K 11 F 11 J 13
A 9 D 12 G 12 N 10 D 9 M 13
C 9 J 12 I 12 B 9 I 9 B 12
G 9 M 12 L 12 C 9 M 9 E 12
J 9 A 11 A 11 D 8 A 7 A 11
B 8 E 11 E 11 M 8 B 7 C 11
F 8 G 10 C 11 A 8 C 7 I 10
I 8 K 8 M 10 G 7 G 6 G 8
12
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
314
RANK ORDER OF HIGHEST AND LOWEST
SCORING SCHOOLS ON EACH OF SIX
VARIABLES
RSES: FORM O
AUTONOMY EQUITY HUMANISM INVOLVEMENT MORALE OPPORTUNITY
A 6 A 6 I 6 L 6 E 6 C 6
C 6 I 6 D 5 E 5 F 6 E 6
E 6 C 5 L 5 G 4 I 6 J 6
I 6 L 4 A 4 M 4 J 6 L 6
L 6 M 4 E 4 B 3 L 6 M 6
J 5 F 3 F 4 C 3 D 4 B 5
M 5 E 2 J 4 J 3 A 3 A 4
D 4 G 2 M 4 A 2 C 3 D 4
F 4 J 2 B 3 D 2 B 2 F 4
B 2 B 1 G 3 F 2 M 2 I 4
G 2 D 1 C 0 I 2 G 1 G 3


